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CHAPI'ER I

INTRODUCTION
The des ire for secure tenure in ownership of land has given rise to

the associated ideal of the family farm .

Implementation of this ideal has

been one aspect of political and governmental agricultural policy through
out our nati onal life .

Although federal agricultural policies and legi s 

lati on have not always b een consi stently d irected toward thi s end ,

C ongress has frequently extended federal ass istance in one form or
another in support of thi s ideal .

Federal assistance for this purpose

has most often come during periods of agricultural distres s when demands
upon _Congres s for such assistance have b een great .

Currently, the

Farmers Home Administrati on ' s Farm Ownership loan program represents,

thus far , a d irect , continuing federal effort to establish a pattern for
--(

achieving security of tenure through ownership of the family-type farm .

The Farm Ownership loan program has two ob jectives as it was conceived

by C ongress in the Bankhead -Jones Farm Tenant Act of 19 37 .

The f irst ob jec 

tive is "to promote more � secure occupancy of farms and fa.rm homes " and the
second is "to correct the economic instab ili ty resulting from some present

forms of farm tenancy . u!/ The ob jectives of the program were to be

!/ The above ob jectives are quoted from the s tatement of the pur 
poses of the act, "The B ankhead -Jones Farm Tenant Act , " Public Law
No . 210 - 75th Congres s , Chapter 517, lat Ses sion, House of Represent 
atives , Bill No . 7562 . The program was known as the Tenant Purchase
or TP program of the Farm Security Admini stration until 1946 when the
Farm Security Administration was superseded by the Farmers Home Admin
i s tration and the name changed t o the ,Farm Ownership loan program .

2

ac � ieved by ma.king real estate eredit available to qualified , competent
farm tenants , share -croppers , Bnd farm laborers for the purchase of

family -type farms under terms and interest rates which, theoretically at
least, are adapted to the farm income situation and pattern as it is al 
tered by changing price and weather conditions .

The proceeds from thi s type of loan may b e used, in add ition to the

purpose of purchas ing family-sized farm units , for such purposes as ·re 

financ ing existing indebtedn ess on family-type farms , building c onstruc 

tion and repair , soil conservation needs and for other purposes c onsistent

with improving and developing an adequate -sized family farm unit .

Loans

for these purposes are titled farm-development or farm-enlargement loan s .
The size of farm-ownership loan that can be made in any county is

l imited to what has been determined by the Secretary of Agriculture to be

the average value of an effic ient family-sized farm unit for that county . g/

The amount which can be loaned for purchas ing any given farm unit is based
upon the earning capac ity value of the farm in question as determined by

a qualified farm apprai ser .

The county FHA advisory committee c ertifies

a reasonable value for the farm unit after they have inspected it and

given c onsideration to the apprai sed value and the cost of e.ny improvements
nec essary to making the farm unit livable and operable .

This reasonable

valu� , if within loan s i ze limits , b ecomes the purchase price if the

g/ A family -type farm as defined by FHA regulations is "a farm
which an average farm family can operate successfully without employing
o�tside labor, except during seasonal peak -load periods . Such a farm
must have the capacity to yield income on the basis of long -time prices
which will maintain an average farm family according to acceptable liv
ing standards , pay annual operating expenses , pay for and maintain
necessary livestock and farm and home equipment and pay off the loan . "
(FHA Instruction 421 . 1) .

3
seller will s ell at that price and the loan a.mount if purchased under the

Farm Ownership program . lf ·

Farm-ownership loans are of two types - - direc t and insured .

Direct

loans are , at the present time, available only to Veterans of World War II .

They are ma.de at 100 per cent of the certified value of the farm unit .

In

sured loans are made on up to 90 percent of the certified value with the

appli cant providing 10 percent or more in cash or equity .

Farm-ownership loans , both insured and d irect, are amortized over a

40-year repayment period .

Currently, direct loans are made at a 4 percent

interest rate and insured loans at 3 percent interest plus a 1 percent

mortgage insurance charge . The s i ze of s cheduled loan repayment s vary

directly with the s ize of loan and , by agreement, they may be variable .

Variable repayment agreements permit the b orrower to make scheduled repay 

ments in advance when farm income is high with the privilege of paying le ss
than the scheduled amount when farm income is low .

In any one year, the

borrower is not expected to pay more �than the reasonable a.mount , which
may be le ss than the scheduled amount, as determined on a farm income

les s family and farm expense and needed c apital expenditure bas i s .

Thu s ,

the b orrower does not b e c ome del inquent except b y refus ing t o make rea
sonab le loan repayments according to the farm income level .

He is expected ,

under the variable repayment agreement, to make advance payments whenever
the leve l of farm income permits .

The unique features of this type of loan are farm-and -home planning

3 / Loan s are limited to $12, 000 or t o the average vaJ_ue of · an effi 
c ient -family ·- s i zed farm unit , whi chever i s the les ser a'.'!lount . L,:,ans in
exc e s s of $12 , 0JO may be made only upon approval of the FHA Administrator
(FHA Instruction 401 . 2 ) .

4
and supervi sion of borrowers . !t/ Henc e , the expres sion " supervi sed
loan " i s often used in connection with farm�ownership loans .

Super 

vision and farm-and -home plans were made integral aspects of the
loaning process .
The borrower has two written ver s ions of the farm-and -home plan .

One

is an annual plan which sets up a budget for the current year and the other
is a long -term plan which outline s go&ls and farm management plans for
several years ahead .

The plan worked out by the borrower in cooperati on

with the county FHA supervi sor , serves as a bas i s for borrower supervis ion .
The supervisor , in addition to loan process ing and farm-and -home planning
with the borrower , gives on -the -farm technical and financ ial guidance as
necessary and reviews the b orrower ' s operations at the end of each year .
The applicant for a farm-ownership loan must satisfy certain eligib il 
ity requirements .

The chief qualifi�ations are :

the applicant must be an

American c itizen ; he must b e unable to obtain mortgage credit from other
public or private credit sources at �easonable rate s ( not to exceed 5 per 
cent ) and terms ; he must have enough relatively unencumbered live stock and
equipment to enable him to · effic iently operate the farm which he desire s
to purc hase ; he must be approved by the county FHA advi sory committee ; the
unit he desires to purcha,ae must meet FHA hous ing and building construc 
tion spec if ications and it must be c lassified as a family - s ized farm unit ;
and he must agree to comply with FHA regulations concerning variable repay 
ment s , farm-and -home planning , non-purchase or non-rental of additional
land , and , in general, to c ooperate with the program and the supervis i on .
1±.J Farm-and -home plans are also developed in conjunction wi ch other
types of Farmers Home Admini stration loans : Production and sub s istenc e ,
farm hous ing , d isaster , and water fac 1 ities loans .

5
A.

STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM

The problem stated as a broad social question i s :

Has the Farm

Ownership loan program b een achieving its obj ectives of reducing farm

tenancy and promoting security of tenure through family farm ownership ? 2/
Available evidence indicates that the program may not have been very

effective in reduc ing farm tenancy either nationally or in a high -tenancy

area such as South Dakota where 53 per�ent of the farmers were tenants in

1940 .

From its inception in 1937 through June 30, 1950, the Farm Owner 

ship loan program made 58, 395 direct and insured loans in the United

State s .

Thi s f igure compared with 1, 442, 419 farm tenants ( 26 . 8 percent

of all farmers ) in the United States in 1950 indicates something of the

magni tude of the job to b e done if the program is to be an effective agent
in r educing farm tenancy .

In South Dakota, 728 farm purchase loans had been made up to

January 1, 1952 ; but in 1950, there were still 20, 197 farm tenants com
pri sing 30 . 4 percent of all farmer s in the state .

The program accounted

for only 5 54 ( 4 . 53 percent) of 12 , 228 farm ownerships achieved in South

Dakota during the 1940 • s .

z/

These data sugges t that the Farm OWnership

Security of tenure through family farm ownership is relative to
economic conditions and the degree of security to be found in other forms
of tenure . Society formulates the tenure goals which its members seek :
the forms of property and tenure with which people as sociate feelings of
secur ity . It is poss ible for people to assoc iate feelings of security
with forms of property other than land , such as stocks , bonds , insurance ,
e�c . ; and forms of tenure other than ownership of land , such as long-term
leas es ; but s ince society and a generality of farmers tend to associate
security of tenure with family farm ownership , the ideal of family farm
owner ship will be considered as a given social datum for the purpose of
thi s study . It follows then that any cred it program dedicated to the
achievement of this soc i etal goal, family fa.rm ownership, must also
promote security of tenure insofar as conomic conditions permit .

6
l�an program has bad a limited effect in reducing tenancy in a high

tenancy area such as South Dakota .

The program has been definitely limited in this respect by congres 

sional appropriations .

Appropriati ons for farm-ownership loans varied

from 10 million dollars for the fisc al year ending June 30, 1938, as

authorized with the enactment of the Bankhead -Jones Farm Tenant Act , to
the maximum amount ( 50 million dollars) permis s ible under the Act .

This

maximum appropriation has been ma.de only four times ( 1941, 1942, 1946,
and 1947) during the life of the program .

Inasmuch as the nation, through

Congres s , has limited the Farm Ownership loan program by restricting the

amount of loanable funds with which it operates , the effect of the program
in reducing farm tenancy would b e , c onsequently, limited to a correspond 
ing degree .

If farm tenancy is to be apprec iably reduced from its present level ,

and if young farmers are to obtain the kind of credit they need for

achieving farm ownership early in 1 · re , this type of credit program on

an expanded scale may be necessary in addition to other sources of farm

purchase credit . Whether the Farm Ownership loan program should be ex

panded depends upon answers to questions conc erning e conomic c onditions ,

the d emand and need for this type of credit program, and the effectivenes s
of this credit program a s a means for achieving family farm ownership .

Assuming a need and demand for this type of loan program in addi 

tion to other sources of farm purchase credit , the que stion may b e raised

as to whether current economic conditions warrant an expanded Farm Owner 
ship loan program .

If the Farm OWnership loan program adheres strictly

to the principle of lending no more than the amounts determined by earning
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ca�ac i ty appraisals , the program i s self -limiting relative to economic
conditions .

It would make few loans , regardles s of the need and demand

si tuation, when land prices are high or inflated because market value s
would exceed appraised values .

When land prices are low, it would make

loans to the extent of funds delegated to it for that purpose .
The demand for thi s type of loan program is ind icated by the fact
that there were , at the national level, 1 , 114 , 281 applications for farm
owner ship loans from 1938 through 1948 .
The degree of need for this type of credit program depend s upon the
tenure goais of soc iety .

This i s a public pol icy problem which can be

settled only in the "political a.ren� . "

If the tenure goal of soc iety is

anything approximating 100 percent family-farm owners hip , then we have
not attained the proportion of farm owner ship which approaches this goal �
and if other sources of farm purchase cred it do not supply suffi c ient
c red it for thi s purpose , then soc iety will have to provide the means for
achieving this tenure goal .
The final que stion, not so eas ily d ispose d of in determing whether
the Farm Ownersh ip loan program should be expanded , i s :

How effective

i s thi s cred it program as a means for achieving family farm ownership?
An answer to this que stion was sought in the literature on agricul 
tural credit .

Four stud ies were found which reported results of investi 

gati ons of the Farm Ownership loan program .

None of these studies dealt

directly with the que stion of how effective the program is as a means f or
achieving family farm ownership .

However , results reported by these

stud ies will be reviewed because of their clos e relat ionship to this
que s tion .

8
B.

REVIEW OF LITERATURE

The Farm Owne�ship loan program was apprai sed at the national level

in 1949 by Benfield .

The apprai sal statements were based upon data fur

ni shed to the author by the Farmers Home Administration .

cludes that :

Banfield con 

Ten years ' experience suggests that the Bankhead -Jones
Farm Tenant Purchase program must be red irected if it is to
serve a useful purpose in an era. of high employment, rising
national income , and rapid technical progress in agriculture .
Many Tenant Purchase (TP} loans have been too small to make
effic ient use of family labor or to yield a 'minimum-adequate •
income when farm prices are not extremely high ; indeed , some
b orrowers may have reduced their incomes by accepting loans .
The loans have not been larger because local opinion would
not tolerate much improvement in the status of tenants ,
sharecroppers , and laborers who were • on the government ' .
Within the limits thus prescribed , it has frequently not been
poss ible , even with the useful devices of farm planning and
supervision, to create what can be called adequate units . A
large increase in the amount of the average loan seems plainly
called for even though land prices . decline from their current
high levels .§/

In Loui.siana, Alexander conducted a study of farm-ownership loans

in which two groups of clients were

ompared .

Each group consi sted of

40 clients who had obtained loans between 1937 and 1943 and who were
still active on the program .

Data for the study were obtained from

appropriate Farm Security records and directly from the clients .

Most

of Alexander ' s conclusions pertained to the comparison of the two groups
of c lients .

follows :

However, several generali zed conclusions were stated as

The data on gains in net worth show that the new owners
have made substantial progress during the relatively short
period the F . S .A . land program has been in operation .

§} Banfield , Edward C . , "Ten Years of the Farm Tenant Purchasing
Program, " Journal � � Economics , Volume 31, August, 1949, p . 469 .
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. . . . . Tenants purchasing farms by means of F . S . A . loans prior
to 194 3 had progres sed on the road to debt free farm ownership
and most of them should be able to complete the payments on
their farms in due time .

In general, the families have a higher standard of living
than they did as tenants , e spec ially since they have better
homes and more conveniences . They are more sub s tantial citi 
zens s ince they have a greater opportunity to partic ipate in
programs d ealing with s chools , churches , and cooperative or
ganizations .

As a whole it appears that the tenant purcnase program
i s making a c ontribution toward a more permanent and satis 
factory agriculture in the State of Louis iana .I/

Wilcox, in 1946, conducted a survey of 50 Farm ownership program

client s in Iowa . Among other conclusions reached by Wilcox, the follow 
ing s eemed to have a bearing upon the que s ti on of how effective this

credi t program is as a means for achieving family farm ownership :
A higher proport ion of the large loans in the sample
were paid in full than were the small loans .

Having to locate in new c ommunities caused some di ssat
i sfaction among F O borrowers . Too small farms also was a
source of discontent .

Incomes received by F O borrowers during the period 1939
through 1946 enabled the borrowers to make rapid repayment of
their loans . . . . .

Certain borrowers in the sample grasped the opportunity
provided by an F O loan and FHA advisory assistance to expand
their operations . The average borrower increased his produc 
tion slowly, if at all .

Costs rose faster than income on the average when both
were measured in 1941 terms . This pointed up the problem of
resource allocation facing men moving to ownership status .
The process of resource allocation and production expansion
involved dec isions for which the men were relatively untrained
by previous experience . While the s tudy demonstrated the
problem, the period of time .t he borrowers had operated with

'1../ Alexande r , Willie Mae , ''Farm Ownership in Louisiana Financed
under the Bankhead -Jones Fa.rm Tenant Act , " Louis iana Experiment Station
Bulletin, Number 397, Baton Rouge , Lou1· s iana, August , 1945, p . 26 .
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F O loans was too short to show how long they required to
master it .

The F O borrowers in the sample were ahead of scheduled
repayments as a group . They were encouraged by FHA to repay
rapidly, and the borrowers vis ited by the author expressed a
personal desire to pay ahead rapidly to provide a safety margin
for the rougher times the� believed lay ahead .

The estimate of FHA officials that F O borrowers raised
their level of living after receiving an F O loan was verified
by the group of borrowers ·active in 1946 who were active als o
i n 1941 .§1

In 1945 , the Bureau of Agricultural Economic s , at the reques t of

the Farm Security Administration, c onducted a survey to determine the
attitudes of b orrowers toward the Farm Ownership program .

The· Bureau

of Agricultural Economic s reported - its findings in January, 1946, under

the title of "Attitudes toward FSA Tenant Purchase Program- -A Survey

of TP B orrowers and Supervisors in the South and Midwest , 11 and labeled
"For Administrative Use Only . " Paul V . Maris , Administrator of the

Farm Securi�y Administration, reported the results of the BAE survey
/
in his book, The Land !!_ �.2 Some of the c onclusions are :
Fewer than 1 in 26 borrowers expres s dissatisfaction with
the TP program .
More than 9 in 10 are sat i sfied with their purchases .

N inety percent of borrowers are on or ahead of schedule
in their loan payments .

Only 25 percent of Midwes t and 7 percent of Southern
b orrowers spontaneously mention the farm and home management

8/ Wilcox, Robert W . , "The Farmers Home Administration Farm
Ownership Program in Iowa, " an unpublished doctoral dissertation,
Iowa State College, Ames , Iowa, 1947 . pp . 88-92 .
9/ Maris , Paul V . , The Land i s Mine, Agricultural Monograph
No . 8; i ssued November, 1950 , --un'ftecf States Department of Agriculture ,
Farmers Home Admtnistration, ( U . S . Government Printing Office , } p .
298 .
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plan in discussing changes they have made in their farm and
living practices .

The F and H plan is adequately understood by less than
half of the Midwest , by about one in seven Southern borrowers .
plan .

Few borrowers are aware of the long-time ( farm and home )

Those borrowers with only fair or inadequate knowledge of
the F and H plan tend to disregard it .

Three -fourths of the Midwest and four-fifths of the Southern
borrowers have changed their farming methods s ince entering the
� �o �� .
Improved methods of soil cultivation is the most frequent
change in the Midwest ; increas ed use of livestock is change
most often mentioned in the S outh .

Most borrowers say supervision is helpful and like for the
supervisor to call upon them .

B orrowers who favor supervision als o tend to be those who
give no evidence of disregard for their F and H plans , who
think the plan is helpful and who attribute changes in their
farming operations to influence of the plan .

Borrowers who receive frequent supervisory visits tend
also to . be those. who regard sup rvision as helpful, who have
changed their farming practices �since becoming TP clients and
who give no evidence of disregard for their F and H plans .
The F and H plan is not prominent in the thinking of 25
percent of supervisors when they describe in detail how the
TP program works in their localities .

One supervisor in four indicates that the F and H plan is
not mutually developed between borrower and supervisor.

Three -fourths of the supervisors believe b orrowers follow
their F and H plans but nearly half the b orrowers either give
evidence of some disregard for their plans or say they have no
plans .

Most supervisors think b orrowers like supervision . So
they do in the majority of cases but not t o the extent supervi 
s ors believe .

More Southern supervisors give evidence of some degree of
disesteem of their borrowers than is the case in the Midwest .
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One in six supervisors has an autocratic or "bossman" at 
t itude toward borrowers .

Borrowers in counties with autocratic type supervisors
tend to r.egard superv i sion as not helpful, especially in the
South . lo7

Summarizing these four se� s of c onclusions , it appears that b or 

rower s under the Farm ownership program have ma.de progres s i n accumu

lating capital, raising their level of living, and increasing the amount
of their income and community partic ipation .

It appears , on the other

hand , that some loans may have b een too small for purchasing "adequate 
sized " farm units o·r for yielding a ''minimum-adequate " income, that re 
source allocation during the transition from tenancy to farm owner ship

may not have been very effic ient , and that farm-and -home planning and

borrower supervision may have been relatively ineffective in securing

effic ient use of resources and borrower . adoption of improved farm practices .
C•

THE NEED FOR THIS STUDY

Evidence from this review of li--terature seems to indicate that the

Farm Ownership loan program is an effective means by which family farm owner
ship c an be achieved . However, all of these studies are based upon inter 

nal evidence - -data on the same group of clients at two d ifferent points
in t ime .

None of these studies compared client progres s with that of

non-clients in evaluating the Farm Ownership loan program as a means for
achieving family farm ownerahip .

Specifically, the literature does not contain any studies which c om

pare the attained soc ial and economic status of Farm Ownership loan

client s with what their s tatus might have been had they pursued alternative

!2/

Ib id . , pp . 314 -315 .

cqurse s of action ( alternatives in tenure or farm purchase financing)
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or with the s tatus of farmers who, in fact , d i d pursue alternative
courses of action .

Nor are there any studies which attempt to "follow

up" the client after hi s loan was repaid to determine his subsequent
progre s s .

The unanswered question is :

What changes in capital structure,

income , levels of living, community partic ipati on, and farm practices

have other farmers with s imilar social and financ ial c ircumstance s

experienced during the same specified time period in achieving family

farm ownership through alternative means and how do these changes com

pare with those experienced by clients on the Farm Ownership loan
program'/

It appeared that a study in which a c omparison of this kind is ma.de

would b e useful in evaluating the Farm Owner ship loan program as a means
for achieving family farm ownership .
The need for a study of public

redit and agricultur l credit
II { I I (
1
conditions in general in South Dakota and other North 6ditr�l states

was recogni zed at North Central Land Tenure C ommittee Conference s held
at Madison, Wisconsin, during July of 1951 .

The conferees came to the

tentative c onclus ion that the type of credit made available through the

Farmers Home Administrati on was the kind of c redit needed to fit the
credi t needs of the young farmer .

In view of this , it was the opinion

of the group that this type of credit program should be investigated to

determine its economic feas ibility, its effec tivene s s in e stablishing

tenants as farm owners , and its adaptab ility in meeting credit needs

I

I
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11/
of young farmers . --

The Brookings Institution of Washington, D .

c.,

considered the

que sti on of the effectiveness of public assistance in achieving family

farm ownership important enough to give financial support to a study of

the Farm Ownership loan program in South Dakota .

A memorandum of agree 

ment for conducting such a study was made between the Brookings Institu12/
.
tion and South Dakota State College . -D.

THE OBJ]£TIVE OF THIS STUDY

The generalized purpose of the study proposed in the memorandum of

agreement was to accumulate and analyze evidence on the value and

effectiveness of the Farm Ownership loan program as a means for achieving
ownership of family-type farms in South Dakota . Delimitation of this

broad purpose to a specific ob jective t.o be achieved in this study
seemed advisable .

Therefore , the major ob jective. of this thesis is

to determine the val�e and effect iveness of the Farm ownership loan

program as a means for achieving family farm ownership by comparing

11 / As reported by Dr . Max Myers , member of the North Central Land
Tenur�Committee , who attended these conference s . Myers recognized the
need for· an investigation of farm credit needs and the question of
public as sistance in achieving farm ownership several yea.rs ago during
his study of farm tenure -processes in South Dakota . See : Myers , Max,
"Farm Tenure Processes in South Dakota., " an unpublished doctor ' s d is 
sertation, Cornell University, Ithaca , New York, February, 1950, p . 5 2 .
!'E/ The memorandum of agreement and the project statement under
which this study was conducted are c ontained in Appendix A . Thi s
project entitled , "An Analysis of the Farmers Home Admini stration Farm
Ownership Loan Program in South Dakota, " was c onducted as sub -proj ect
D of South Dakota State C ollege Experiment Station Research Project
No . 166, "Attaining, Maintaining, and Transferring Farm Ownership . "
In Ma.y, 195 3 , it was transferred to Research Project No . 240, "Improving
the Farm Credit Situation in South Dakota . "

the .s oc ial and economic progress of a representative group of Farm
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ownership program clients with that of a representative group of
non-clients .

In view of the need for a s tudy of the program which

employed "follow-up" and c omparative analysi s techniques , it seemed

des irab le to use these techni ques in achieving the purpose of thi s
study .

Moreover , a comparative analysis of soc ial and economic progres s

of clients with that of non-clients would have the effect of indicating

something of the value and effectiveness of the Farm Ownership loan pro 

gram as one means in contrast with alternative means for achieving

family farm ownership .

Information which this type of study should furnish is necessary

in formulating basic agricultural credit polic ies . The lessons in

agri cultural c redit which c an be learned from such an analysis should

be useful to other public and private lending instituti ons in re 
evaluating th�i r lending progr�s .

Moreover, this information and

these lessons in agricultural credit ma,y suggest revis i ons and im

provements in the lending policies of the Farm Ownership loan program.

CHA.PrER II

PROCEDURES AND METHOD OF STUDY
The procedures and the method of study employed in achieving the

ob jective of this study will be explained in this chapter .

The objective

was to determine the value and effectivenes s of the Farm Ownership loan
program as a means for achieving family farm ownership by compar ing the

social and economic progres s of a representative group of Farm OWnership

clients with that of a representative group of non -clients .

Four operations appeared· nece ssary in achieving this objective :

( 1) selection of the social and e conomic factors to s erve as bases for

ma.king group qomparisons ; ( 2) selection of two representative groups - 
a client group and a non-client group --for comparison; ( 3 ) selection

of classificat ion method s to be employed in comparing the two groups ;

and ( 4) comparison of the two groups . The f irst three operations are

procedural .

They constitute the sub ject matter of this chapter .

The

last operation, comparing the two groups , i s analytical and will be con 

ducted i n succeeding chapters .
A.

SELECTION OF SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC FACTORS

An information schedule was designed in which to record data

solic ited directly from respondents which could be used in measuring

soc ial and economic progres s in the trans ition from tenancy to farm
13
ownership and progres s after owner ship was achieved . / Along with

13 / See Appendix B for a sample form of the information schedule .

-.
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personal data and other miscellaneous information, the prime social and
economic data which the schedule was designed· to obtain were income ,

net worth, level of living, family protection ( insurance) , community

partic ipation, acreages rented and owned , land use , and farm management

practice data for as many years as practicable .

The social and economic factors enumerated above appeared , as a

matter of judgment, the ones most likely to reflect the effects of
changes in tenure .

Personal data were considered nec e s sary in e stablishing some

degree of soc iological comparab ility between the two groups . ' The two
groups are examined in this respec t in Chapter III .

Soc io-personal

data do not constitute an ideal basis for determining soc iological

comparability because they tell nothing about the social status of the
individual .

Direct measurement of social status was not considered

practical fqr the purposes of this study .

However, the extent of c om

munity participation i s one indicat on of soc ial status .

The extent of community participation should increase after shifting

from tenancy to ownership .

It is expec ted that stability in tenure and

location through farm ownership will result in greater interest and

activity in community affairs .

It is antic ipated that farm owner ship will encourage better land

use in terms of reduced acres in grain c rops and employment of more
recommended and approved fa.rm practic es .

This result is expected be 

cause it is generally b elieved that farm owners , as a matter of self 
interest, will employ b etter farm and soil c onserving practices than

farm tenant s .

Income and net worth are expected to reflect tenure changes
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because the landlord ' s rental she.re minus the expenses involved in

ownership should accrue to the farmer when he shifts from tenancy to

full or part ownership of his farm .

If the farm unit purchased i s of

optimum s ize for efficient resource utilization, income and capital

ac cumulations will be, with careful farm and money management, larger

than they were prior to achievi l')g· f'arm owner·ship ; and capital accumula
tions will be roughly proportional to the length of the period of

ownership.

Increased income and capital accumulations are expected to result

in higher levels of living and inc·r ea.sed amounts and 1 tems of family

protection ( insurance ) .

It is true that these factors will also reflect the effects of

many other forces ; such as , weather , price s , soil types and cond i 
tions , mana�erial ab ility, etc .

However, these effects are fairly well

equalized in comparing two groups of farmers , provided that :

(1) each

of the two groups have had common background of soc ial and financ ial
c ircumstances ; ( 2) each group has farmed under s imilar conditions

during the same period of time j and ( 3 ) the tenure shift from farm

14/ If farm size and resource utilization are les s than opt imum,
incom�has very likely been sacrificed for the security and soc ial status
as soc iated with farm ownership . Cf . Roland R . Renne, Land Economics ,
Harper & Brothers , New York, 1947, p . 454 . This type of situati on i s one
in which capital rationing is said to exist . Capital rationing is any
situation in which the rate of return on additional capital invested
would be greater than the interest rate on capital ; but the farmer ,
iargely because of economic uncertainty , extreme caution, or inab ility
to borrow, does not obtain or invest the additional capital and ; thereby ,
fails to realize the income pos s ible rith added capital investments .
Cf . T . W . Schultz, Agriculture in an Unstab le Economy, McGraw-Hill Book
Co . , Inc . , New York, 1945 , p . 203 . �

tenancy to full or part ownership i s the major differentiating
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factor .

Implied here and in the ob jective for this study is the concept

of a statistically controlled experiment .

In statistically controlled

experiments , one factor or a group of fac tors are held constant while
other factors or groups of factors are allowed to vary .

The ob served

results are then assumed to have a causal relationship with the variable

fac tor or factors .

In this study, the non-client or control group will

serve as the c onstant ( the normal s ituati on) while the client group will

repres ent the variable ( the spec ial situation) engendered by the Farm
OWnership loan program .

The differential between the two groups in soc ial

and economic progress should be ind icative of the value and effectivene s s
of the Farm Ownership program a s a means for achieving ownership of

family-type farms .

B.

SELECTION OF THE SAMPLE

The selection of individuals for grbup c omparisons in this type of

study should be such that the following three c riteria are satisfied .

First, the c lient group should be representative of the population of
all paid -up Farm Ownership loan clients in S outh Dakota .

Second , both

client and non-client groups should represent s imilar soc ial and f inan

c ial c ircumstances at the same initial point in time .

Third , the period

of farm ownership and its location in time should be identical for both

group s . These criteria c onstitute the characteristics of an ideal

sample ; but in thi s study, it was not possib le to adhere strictly to

these criteria .

Rather, they were only roughly approximated in estab 

lishing the client and c ontrol groups �·ror c omparative analysis .
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Measurement of soc ial and economic progres s caused by or related

to tenure changes implies a time interval of suffic ient length that the
cause could have logically produced the effect .

Therefore, the longest

poss ible time interval of farm ownership is the one b e st suited to this
study .

This time interval requirement coinc ides with the requirement

that this study should have a "follow-up " character; that i s , it should
"follow-up" the client after his loan: was repaid .

The longest pos s ible

time interval of farm ownership for the purpose of this study is limited
to fourteen years , the period ( 1938 through 1951) during which the Farm
Ownership program has operated in South Dakota .

The volume of detailed information to b e obtained from each case in

both groups seemed to ind icate drawing a small sample for the purpose of
comparative analysis .
( 1)

Client Group Selection .

A random sample of all Farm Ownership

program cli�nts did not seem appropriate to the purpose of this study .
Such a sample would include a large proportion of currently active

clients , and it would , thereby, void the "follow-up " feature of this
study .

Random sampling of inactive ( paid -up ) clients c ould have been

employed except that it would introduce prob lems of stratifying the tj_me

periods .

This would unduly c omplicate the sampling procedure and intro 

duce unequal time periods which could eas ily result in sub samples too

small to have statistical s ignificance . Both sampling procedures men

tioned above would fail to yield an adequate number of clients who had

a time interval of farm ownership of consistent and satisfactory length

for the purpose of comparative analysis of social and economic progre s s .
The solution to the problem of

ample
selection appeared when it
,•
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was noted that the 1940 group of clients was relatively large in number ,
had an average loan size which was reasonably representative of the

average size of all paid -up loans in South Dakota, and most of them

were concentrated in six scattered counties east of the Missouri River .

This particular group of clients presented an opportunity to examine

farm-ownership clients over a period of time , 12 year s , suffic iently

long to reflect both a rather c omplet·e loan experience and a "follow-up"

peri od during which the effects of achieving farm ownership . have had an
opportunity to affect the farm family and its farming operati ons .

The group of 1940 clients located east of the Missouri River were

almost equally d i stributed between · the central and eastern areas and

fairly well s cattered from north to south .

They were , thus , reasonably

well distributed geographically acc ording to types of agriculture
found in the eastern one -half of South Dakota .
of 46 paid -up and four active clients .

This group was composed

The location by counties of

the 5 0 cases in this gro s s sample is shown i n Figure 1 .

Usable sched 

ules were obtained from 30 ( 26 paid -up and four active) of these 50
clie nts in the gross sample .

The mean size and the range in loan size for the population of

paid -up farm-ownership loans , the gros s sample , and the net sample are
given in Table 1 .

The mean loan s i ze of the net sample , $7, 284 , i s

b iased downward by $498 (6 .4 percent) from the mean of the paid -up loan
population, $7, 782 . However, the range in loan si ze , $9, 560, for the

net sample i s $1 , 240 les s than the range , $10, 800, for the population
of paid -up loans .

The gross sample mean was only $170 ( 2 . 2 percent)

les s than the population mean .

The .d J fference between gros s and net
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sampl.es in mean size of loans , $328, represents a non-respondent b ias .

Even though a large part of the difference in mean loan s ize between the
populati on and the net sample , $328 of $498, is accounted for by the

non -respondent b ias , this much difference , $498, could easily occur as

the result of chance causes in a randomized sampling procedure .

It

appears that thi s purposive sample c ould be considered reasonably repre 
sentative of the population of paid -up farm-ownership loans in South

Dakota .

TABLE 1 . COMPARISON OF MEAN AND RANGE OF LOAN S IZE,
GROSS AND NET CLIENT SAMPLES WITH THE POPULATION OF PAID -UP LOANS
Item

Number

Gross �ampieV
Pa.i d -Up
Pa-id-Up
Loan l/ All
Loans
Population- Loans

Mean Loan Size
Range i n
Loan Size

386
$7, 782

$2, 200-$13 , 000

50

$7, 612

$2 , 440 - $12, 000

46

$7, 564

$2, 440 - $12 , 000

Net Samp_lef/
All
Paid -Up
Loans
Loans
30

$7, 284

$2, 440 - $12, 000

26

$7, 148

$2, 440 - $12, 000

Includes all Farm Qwnership loans in South Dakota which were
as of January 1, 1952 .
The gross sample i s the· 1940 group of clients located ea.st of
the Mis souri River consisting of 46 paid -up loans and four active loans .
The net sample consists of 26 paid -up loans and four active
loans . It represents the number of usable schedules obtained from the
gross sample .
paid

1/

up
g/

lJ

The inclusi on of four active 1940 loans in the sample had no

effect upon the range of loan size in either gro s s or net sample .

How

ever,. the difference betwee n the mean loan s ize of the population and

the gros s sample mean was reduced from $218 to $170 ;

and for the net

sample , the difference between means was reduced from $634 to $498 by

including these four active loans .

Thi s does not appear to seriously

distor+. the representativenes s of the sample as indicated by the mean

and range of loan s ize .

Including these active loans in the sample

seemed appropriate because of the purposive nature of the sample and to

obtain as large a number of c ases as pos s ible with the same length of

time in farm ownership .
(2)

Control Group Selection .

In achieving the ob jective for thi s

study, comparative data were to be obtained from a representative group

of non-clients .

The individuals selected for the control group were to

have had a background of soc ial and f inancial c ircumstance s s imilar to
that of the members of the client sample .

Under the assumption that

they would very likely meet the foregoing qualification, it seemed logi 
cal to seek individuals for the control group who had applied for a

farm-ownership loan in 1940, who had been approved by the c ounty c ommit
tee, but who did not receive a loan because of limited amounts of loan
able funds j and . who , in fact, did pursue alternative methods of farm

purchase financing .

It was assumed that all persons who had applied and were approved

for a farm-ownership loan in the same year would have reasonably s imilar
soc ial and economic backgrounds .

If such a group were differentiated

into two subgroups by chance� c ircumstance s , then each subgroup should

be representative of the larger group of which it was a part .

The d if 

ferentiating c ircumstances were chance allocation of loanable funds t o

approved applicants according t o the date of application for a loan and

the personal deci s ion of the applicant to accept or reject the loan when
it became available to him .

The procedure to be employed was to select control cases from a
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list of 1940 farm-ownership loan applicants .

Li sts of former loan

applicants were to be obtained from the c ounty FHA office in each
county in the survey .

The former applicant to be selected as a con

trol case for a corre spond ing client sample case had to meet all of
the following qualifying criteria :

(1) he had to be living in the

same neighborhood as the client case in 1940, and preferably, through
out the period under study ; ( 2 ) he had . to have f inanc ial circumstances
in 1940 similar to those of the client case ; ( 3 ) he could not have
attained ownership of hi s farm prior to 1940 ; and ( 4 ) he had to have
achieved owner ship of hi s farm in 1940 through method s of farm purchase
financ ing other than those made available by the Farm Ownership program .
C•

SURVEY FIELDWORK

A pilot test of the schedule was made in Brookings county during
May, 1952 .

The pilot study confirmed the antic ipation that enumeraMore -

. tion of the s·chedule d:ata would b e d iff icult and time consuming .

over , a difficulty not previously antic ipated appeared early during
the p ilot study and plagued enumerators throughout the survey .

Not

only former clients , but other farmers as vell , were reluctant to
cooperate in divulging f inancial information .

Therefore it became

impractical to obtain information from respondents for more than two
point s in time - -1940 and 1951 .
The schedule had b een d·e signed , antic ipating that farm record s
would be available for thi s purpose , t o yield a rather complete finan
cial history of the farm bus iness .

In particular, it was expected

that the client group of cases would have fa.rm records since the
supervisory phase of the program requir d budgeting and rec ord keeping ;

or, at least, that the file duplicates of these records would be avail
able in the county FHA offices .
records proved to be wrong .

Both of these expectations concerning

Very few complete current farm records or

even old records were found among the pilot study cases , or later,

during the survey proper ; and in almost all cases , the most adequate
records available were the most recent income tax returns .
Thi s situation can be accounted for by :

(1) a general dislike

farmers have for record keeping, (2 ) nearly all c lients , even though

they kept records while under the program,

gavo up the practice

after repaying the loan � ( 3) most farmers apparently cij.aposc of

records after they become several years old, and (4) the disposal of

FHA file duplicates of client records three yea.rs after the loan i s
repaid .

A further difficulty appeared in the selection of control cases .

The 1940 group . of former farm-ownership loan applicants in Brookings
county had been seriously depleted by death, migration, and occupa

tional shifts .

Of the numb er who remained in . farming, very few had

achieved farm ownership in 1940 through alternative means of farm

purchase financ ing .

This s ituation forced a partial abandonment of one of the qual
ifying criteria o The forfeited criterion stated . that the : control case

like the c lient case had to have achieved farm ownership in 1940 .

All experimental c ontrol was not lost but only c ontrol in terms of
equal time periods .

This meant that group differences would reflect

two effects instead of one .

A length-of -ownership variable was cir 

cumstantially introduced into the experiil¥'!ntal des ign in addition to

the intended variable of differing terms and conditions of farm pur

chase financi ng .

The proc edure for selecting c ontrol cases was c ompletely thwarted

when the survey was extended to counties other than the pilot s tudy
c ounty .

In B rookings c ounty, the local FHA office had maintained a

list ing of former loan applicant s .

It was the availab ility of such

a li st in Brookings county and the assumption that a list of former

appli cants would also b e available in other county offices that formed

the basis for deciding t o use thi s procedure for loc ating control group
case s .

It was soon discovered that no other county FHA office among

the c ounties in this survey had maintained a l i st of previous loan ap 
plic ants .

Thi s situati on forced the development of a new procedure f or

selec ting control c ases .

Several of the more obvious alternative methods for selecting

control case s were attempted .
in operation .

Each in turn proved to be impractical

The first alternative procedure attempted was to ask the

client being interviewed if he remembered friend s or neighbors who had

financial c ircumstances similar to his , who had applied for, but had

b een unable t o obtain farm-ownership loans .

The chief difficulties

with this proc edure were : - · ( 1) too f ew leads resulted because the

client being interviewed either failed to remember or had never had a

knowledge of any friend s or neighb ors who had applied for farm-ownership
loans , and ( 2 ) the comparability of init ial f inanc ial circumstances was

too d ifficult to establi sh with any degree of certainty without first
enumerating s ome of the most difficult portions of the schedule .

The

second procedure attempted was ident i �l to the first in princ iple but
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differed in operation .

The names of former applicants were sought from

FHA personnel instead of from members of the client sample .

In addi 

tion to the same difficulties found in using the first procedure, it

was d i scovered that some FHA personnel had not been in a particular

county long enough to have had any knowledge or memory of former loan

applic ants .

The most likely method of selection remaining was to employ 1940

personal property tax records as a means for locating control case s .

The only other alternative to this method would have been to system

atically contact farmers adjacent to the client sample �ase until one

was found who fit the qualifying criteria for selection .

Such a pro

cedure would almost certainly prove difficult and costly to execute .

In operation, the procedure for selecting control c ases by means

of 1940 personal property tax records involved developing a list of
individuals �iving nearest to the client sample case , or at least

within the same township, who had personal property tax valuations

approximating that of the client, and who had not attained farm owner 
ship prior to 1 940 .

In the field , the procedure followed was that of

contacting the farmer located nearest to the c lient sample case who

had a tax valuation nearest to that of the client case .

If the f irst

individual contacted proved to be uncooperative , the next nearest

farmer was contacted , and s o on, until a c·ooperator was found .

The desire for proximity in geographic location i s based upon the

assumpti on that the nearer the two cases were located to each other ,

the more likely they were to have experienced s imilar weather cond itions

and to have farmed similar soil types .

In this way, two very important

variables were controlled , or, at least, the variation minimized to

insure reasonable c omparab ility in these respects since these variables

were not to be measured .

The procedural assumption underlying the use of comparable personal

property tax valuations is that farmers who had approximately the same
personal property ta.x values in 1940 would als o have s imilar asset,

liability, and net worth patterns provided that farm ownership was not

achieved prior to that year .

Another procedural assumption wa.s that

farmers living in the same locality with comparable 1940 personal

property tax values had experienced s imilar ec onomic and weather con

ditions in the past and had had similar opportunities to achieve farm
ownership .

If they failed to exerc i s e these opportunities , it was

very likely for one or more of the following reasons :

lack of knowl 

edge concerni�g these opportunities , fear of failure, or a preference

to continue farming in the t�nure status they were in at that time .

The second reas on g iven above , fear of failure , that i s , fear of

increased debt burdens in economically uncertain times , deterred a

great many farmers , judging by their own statements , from achieving

farm ownership earlier .

A total of 1 50 individuals were contacted in obtaining 30 usable

schedules for the control sample .

It was not possible to obtain owner 

operator s in all instance s and stay within the limits established by
the qualifying criteria for selecting control cases .

C onsequently, it

seemed appropriate to further modify the criterion previously altered

( see page 26 ) in order to obtain a full quota of control cases without

forfeiting any additional criteria .

Th�,efore , five individuals who

were full tenants throughout the period under study were admitted into

the c ontrol sample since they satisfied all the criteria except the one

which postulated attainment of farm ownership in 1940 .

The inclusion

of farm tenants in the control sample appeared to have merit because
it would tend to give something of a complete picture of what might

have been the social and economic progress and status of the · client
sample had they not received farm-ownership loans .

TABLE 2 . COMPARISON OF MEAN AND RANGE OF 1940
PERSONAL PROPERTY TAX VALUES OF CLIENT AND
CONTROL SAMPLES WITH THE POPULATION OF TAX VALUES

Item
Number

Mean Tax Value
Range of Tax·
Values

Population
of Tax

Values

154

$1, 233

$4 54 - $3 , 011

y

Client
Sample

Control
Sample

30

30

$1 , 235 .

$1, 104

$454 -$2, 527

$593 -$2, 186

"!/ The population of tax values includes all cases for which
tax data was obtained in b oth client and control gros s samples .
Personal property mean tax values and the range of tax values ,$1, 233 ,

for the population, the client sample , and the c ontrol sample are com
pared in Table 2.

The tax value mean for the control sample is $129

( 10 . 5 percent) les s than the mean of the population of tax values

while the client sample mean exceeds the population mean by only $2 .00 .
This d ifference is largely the result f c ircumstances encountered in
obtaining control sample cases .

However, it i s doubtful whether the
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dif.f erence b etween the sample mee.ns , $131 , represent s a serious differ 
The range of tax values in the control sample , $1, 5 93 , i s more

ence .

compact than the range in the client sample ,

$2, 073 . Therefore , it is

reasonable to suppose that this. much difference in mean tax values
could have resulted from chance cause s as much as from the procedure
employed in obtaining control sample cases..

It appears that both client

and c ontrol samples have had a common background of financ ial c ircum
stances as indicated by 1940 personal property tax values .
The reasonablenes s of the foregoing statement and of the procedure
employed in selecting control sample cases is supported by the results
of thi s survey .

The mean net worth in 1940 for the client group was

$3, 129 and for the control group it was $3 , 606 , as determined by this
survey .

Mean tax value s were $1, 23 5 and $1 , 104 for the client and

control samples respectively .

Much of the contrast b etween the 1940

tax values anq 1940 net worths of the two groups is undoubtedly the
result of two factors in addition to sampling errors .

First, there

were undoubtedly difference s between the amounts of property as reported
to asses sors in 1940 and the amounts reported as owned in 1940 for the
purpose of thi s survey .

These differences are most probably the result

of not accurately remembering the amounts of property awned in 1940, but
these inaccurac ie s in reporting property on this survey should be approx 
imate ly the sa.me in both groups .

Second , tax valuations probably do

not d ifferentiate quality as much as it was d ifferentiated on thi s
survey .
The schedules obtained on this survey - -30 for each of the two
groups - -were obtained only with considerable effort and numerous calls
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per schedule .
call .

Frequently farmers were not found at home on the f irst

Often on the second call as well as on the first call if the

farmer was at home , he was too busy with farm work to take time for
the interview .

This situation required me.king an appointment to come

back in the evening or on some day when the farmer would have time for
the interview .

An average of

7 . 5 calls and 242 miles were traveled in

obtaining each usable schedule ( Tab1e · 3 ) .
TABLE 3 .

Item

FREQUENCY OF CONTACT PER CASE AND PER SCHEDULE

Number
of Cases
( Gros s
Sample )

Total
Average
Number of Number
Calls
of Calls
Made
Per Case

Number of
Usable
Schedules
. ( Net S8.I?lple )

Numb er
of Calls
Per Usable
S chedule

Client
Sample

50

174

3 . 48

30

5 . 80

Control
Sample

150

2 76

1 . 84

30

9 . 20

Tota],.

200

450

60
� - ?5

Average

C.

7 . 50

SELECTION OF CLASS IFICATION METHODS

Two methods of class ification appeared nec es sary in making a
critical comparative analys i s of client and control group soc ial and
economic progres s .
F irst , clas sification of cases by 1951 tenure clas se s s eemed
appropriate because , in 1951, the client group was composed of 12
part owners and 18 full owners while the control group contained 5
full tenants, 15 part owner s, and 10 fu 1 owners .

Examination of the

two groups by tenure classes would tend to show the relationship

between tenure and the social and economic fac tors under measurement .
Also, classification of the two groups by tenure classes should help

to test the validity of some of the operating principles of the Farm

Ownership program, particularly those which involve restrictions upon

renting or purchasing additional land .

Second, clas sificat ion of cases by geographic areas seemed appro

priate because of difference s between areas in type s of farming and
levels of rainfall . Although South Dakota i s usually d ivided into

eight types of farming or economic areas , three broad geographic

areas - -western, central, and eastern- -can be superimposed for larger
generalizations .

Essentially, this means sub d ividing the two groups

according to risk levels .

Central South Dakota r epresent s a relatively

high-risk area where the average annual rainfall i s such that it is

classed as a semi -arid region121 and where there exists a semi -spec ial
ized agriculture . centered in cattle and wheat production .

In contrast,

eastern S outh Dakota has an agricultural enterprise whi ch is more

divers ified in b oth crops and livestock .

Its crop production i s more

stable b ecause it has a higher rainfall level ; and therefore , there is

less economic uncertainty .

It constitutes a c omparatively low -risk

area relative to central South Dakota .

As previously indicated , the survey did not extend into the West

River area; therefore , only eastern and central areas will be used in
geographically c lassifying the client and control groups for analyt •
ical purposes .

!2../ Semi -arid regions are regions in which the average annual
rainfall i s les s than 20 inche s .
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· Each of the two areas--central and eastern South Dakota--contains

15 cases located in three scattered counties in the area . The locution
of client and control sample cases by counties and geographic areas is

indicated in Table 4.
TABLE 4.

LOCATION OF CLIENT AIID COITROL S1\1'1PLE CASES
BY COUNTIES AH) AREAS n� SOUTH DAKOTA

Number

County

Client
Gr oup

Eastern South Dakota

of

Qa.ses
Control
Qrow

Brookings

5

5

Day

7

7

15

15

Hiner

4

4

Spink

8

8

Yankton

3

Total

Central South Dakota

3

Ifa.nd

15

Total

30

Combined Areas
E.

3

3

15
30

TRE.ATi·iEf'i' OF THE Df..TA

The primary comparison in the analysis will be the comparison of

the two groups as a �-,hole because this comparison should reveal some

thing of what the tenure status and soc ial and economic proc;ress of the

client group mi&ht have been had they not rec eived fc."'.rm-mmership louns.
Secondary comparisons ,,.rill be made by tel\ure classe s o.nd �eor,ro.phic
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areas for reasons noted in the precedinc s ection of this chapter .
The data from the schedules were summariz ed for both groups and
cross tabulated by tenure classes and geographic areas.

Simple averag

inG appeared to be the only statist�cal treatment which could be validly
applied to the data .

Other forms of statistical treatment did not ap

pear applicable because of the purposive nature of the client sample
and because of variations in tenure status in both Groups.

CHAPTER III
SOCTOLOGICAL ,QQMPARISON

ill: _CLIENT

AND CONTROL GR,Q,UPS

Socio-personal data--age , size of family, nationality background,

church preference, education, and farm experience--will form the basis
for the comparisons in this chapter.

The purpose of these comparisons

is to demonstrate the sociological comparability of the client and

control groups and to show that they have had a common background of
social circumstances preceding the time at which they achieved farm
ownership.

Background social circumstances or social environment tends to

influence the behavior and decision-making patterns of people . If the

two groups are not reasonably comparable in social background at the snme
initial point in time, then subsequent social and economic progress

might b e attributable to the influences of the preceding social envi
ronment9

It is for this reason that it is important that the client

and control groups should be sociologically comparable if social and
economic progress comparisons are to be reasonably valid.

The two

groups as such will be compared first ; and then, for most factors, by
1951 tenure classes and geographic location to determine if the two

groups are sociologically comparable on a classified as well as a

whole-group basis.

A.

AGE OF HUSBAND AND WWE

The average age of husbands in both g1:>oups was identical, 50. 8
"'·

37
years ('!'.able

5) .

The ra nge of ages in the control group

greater than in the client group

somewhat

(37-65 ) was

(40-59) .

TABLE 5 . AVERAGE AGE AND AGE RAEGE OF HUSBANDS AFD HIVES
IN 1951, CLIEET MID CONTROL GROUPS
Item,
Number of Ca s e s
Average Age

Age Range

l/

l/

C liG nt G.rQY.P
Wive s
Husbands

29

,o. s

40-59

28

Control Group
Husbgnds
Wive s

30

29

47 , 4

50. 8

46 e J

39-58

37-65

27-62

Dec ea se·d husbands and wive s are excluded from age calculations ..

This differenc e in the range of age s between the two groups reflect s
a fundamental differe nc e between them in ge neral .
probably
at lea st

The control group can

be considered more representative of the universe of farmer s ,

with respect t o age , than the client group .

in contra st , is a selected group .

conc entrat ion of it s member s i n the

The client

group,

One indication of selection is the
40 to 60 age bracket .

Member s of

the client group were, i n fact , selected from among th e applicant s in
the proc e s s of

being approved by the c ounty FHA supervisor and his

advisory c ommittee as being qualified to receive farm-owner ship loans .
The two 3"roups c ompar ed uith respect to the

wife ' s age reveals

that (1) wives in a client group average d one year older

than \live s

in the c o ntrol group, and ( 2 ) a s uith the husbands , the age range of
uive s i� the client group wa s much

narrower than the age range of wives

in the c ontrol eroup . Hive s in the client group average� 3 .4 and in
the

control group 4 . 5 year s younger than their husbands .

The average age s of farm operator s i n t · e two groups c la ssified by
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tenu�e. classes and geographic areas varied less t han one year between
groups for all classifications except t he full owner tenure class ( Ta
bles 6 and 7) .

Control group full owners averaged 2 . 3 years o lder than

full owners in the c lient group .

Full owners in both group s were older

on the average than either part· owners or full ter.c.nts .

They were 2 . 6

years older in the client group and 5 . 0 and 4. 3 years older t han part ·
owners and full tenants, respectively, in the control group s

Central

South Dakota farm operators in bot h groups were older on the average
t han eastern South Dakota farm operators .

They were 0 . 7 and 1 .9 years

older in the client and control groups re spectively.

TABLE 6 . AVERAGE AGE OF FARM OPERATOR
CLIENr AND CONI'ROL GROUPS BY TENURE CLASSES, 1951

1951 Tenure

Cliftpt Gropn

Control Group

_s_t_a_t_u__
s __,____�lll};::;..r___Ag
;;;..wei:...-__,___ __
b __
er___Ag_e__
Full Tenant

Nµm
...___

5

Part O\.mer

12

Full Owner

17

All Tenure Classes

29

49 . 2

15

49 . 8
49. 1

51 . 8

10

54.1

50 . 8

30

50 . 8

TABLE 7 . AVERAGE AGE OF FARM OPERATOR
CLIE1'fr AND CONTROL GROUPS BY GEOGRAPHIC AREAS, 1951
Geographic
A;:ea

Ql;Le nt Gt2!m
Ag e
Humber

QontrQ! Grou12
�IYm!2er _Age
15

Eastern Sout h Dakota

15

Central Sout h Dakota

14

51 . 1

15

Combined Areas

29

50 . 8

30

50. 4

49.9
51 . 8

50 . 8
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B.

SIZE OF FAMILY

Families in the co ntrol group averaged 3 � 7 children or slightly
larger than famili e s in the c l ient group

A larger proportion of control group familie s uere large

(Table 8) .
familie s .

with 3 • .3 children per family

About 30 perc ent of the control group but only 20 perc ent

of the client group had families with five or more childre n ..

In both

groups, 40 perc ent of the familie s were equally divided uith three and
four children in

the family .

TABLE . 8 . FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF FAMILIES
CLIENT Am COl'lTROL GROUPS BY TOTAL NU1-IBER OF CHILDREN
Control Group
Client Q.roup
Percent
Num�__ierc!U!t__---1,Jumber

Total Number

of Children

1

0
1
2
4

8
9
Tot al Number of

Children

Number o f Families
Range in Number of
Children per Family

Average lTumber of
Children per Family

26. 7

5
6

10 . 0

6
6

20 . 0
20 . 0

4

13 o J

1

3.3

98
30

100. 0

1

5

1

3

8

3

3.3

3.3

3

6
4

1
3

3.3
10.0

16. 7

20 . 0
20 . 0

13 . 3
3.3

10. 0

l

3. 3

111
30

100 . 0

0-8

0-9

3.3

J.7'

_,..

The c lient group was slightly further along in the family cycle
than the control group (Table 9) .

Thi s re sult i s one ,-rhich should be

expected since the average age of client s was 39 when they obtained
their loa ns .

At thi s average age , the clien

group a s a group wa s at
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the peak . of the family cycle ; and because of the concentrated age group
ing of its members, the client group should move rather steadily and
This is in

evenly along the descending phase of the family cycle.

dicated by the regular regression in the declining average number of

children at home in families of the client group .
doe s not reflect this phenomenon.

The control group

The reason it does not is that the

age range of its members in 1940 was such that some were in the initial

phase uhile others were at · the peak of the family cycle .

This would

tend to produce an undulating effect in the family cycle of the control

group--an increasing and then a decreasing number of children at home·

relative to the average age of control group members ,

TABLE 9 o AVERAGE NUHBER OF CHILDREN AT HOHE
IN 1940 , 19�.5 , and 1951, CLIENT AND CONTROL GROUPS

=====
�.�-=============--;
===========::-.;
Confa:ol Group
Client Group
Item
Average Number of Children:
At Home in 1940
At Home in 1945

At Home in 1951

2.7

2. 6

2,6

2. 7

1.7

2. 1

The average total number of childre n per family in the tuo 3roups

classified by tenure classes and geographic areas varied less than one

half child between groups in the full ouner tenure class and in eastern
South DB:kota , but only slightly more than one-half child between groups
in the other tenure classes and in central South Dakota (Tables 10 and

11) .

Part owner s in both groups and full tenants in the control group

had larger families than full ownera in eith

group.

In the client
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group , p�rt ouner families averaged o ne-half child more and in the
contro l group part otrner and tenant familie s averaged, respectively,
1. 2 and l ., J more children than full owner families.

Central South

Dakota families in both gro ups were larger than eastern South Dakota
familie s .

They had 1 . 2 and 0 0 8 more children, client and control

groups re spectively.
TABLE 10. AVERAGE TOTAL Pl.JHBER OF CHILDREN
CLIENT MID CONTROL GROUPS BY TENURE CLASSES , 1951
1951

--

Tanure

Qlie nt
Number

Gtou:g

Number

of Cases of Chi]_dren

status

--

___Qruitrol GroYJ2
Number
Number
of Ca ses of --.-....-----Children

Full Tenant

0

0

5

4e 2

Part Owner

12

J.6

15

4 .1

Full Ouner

18

10

2 ., 9

All Tenure Classes

JO

3. 1
3.3

30

3.7

TABLE 11 . AVERAGE TOT.'\L NUNBER OF CHILDREN
CLIENT AND CONTROL GROUPS BY GEOGRAPHIC AREAS, 1951
Clie nt Grou3;2
Number
Number
of
Childrs'n
of Ca�es

Geographic

-

.l1rea

15

Central South Dakota

Eastern South Dakota

15

30

Combined Areas
C.

3. 7

--

-�-

Cgntrol QrQUJ2
Number
Number
of Ca§eS of Children
15

2. 9

15

3. 3

30

4. 3

3�1

3.7

NATIONALITY BACKGROUIID

No unusual di.fference s were observed in comparing the nationality
background o f the two groups.

Hotrever , the client group is somewhat
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more cosm�politan in its nationality composition than the control group
It does not appear that any significant inferences can be

{ Table 12) .

drawn along nationality lines .

They are presented to demonstrate that

the two groups were basically similar in nationality background.
TABLE 12 , FREQUENCY DISTRIBITrION OF CLIENT AND CONTROL
GROUP FAIM OPERATORS BY NATIONALITY BACKGROUIIDS , 1951
Client Group
Scandinavian
English

German

l/

2/

Miscellaneous

PerQent

10

JJ e J

100. 0

10

24 . 1

10

J4 o 5

10

100 . 0

30

4

29

Total

Number

7

8

JI

Co ntrol Gr oup

27 . 6

13 . 8

-·-1r . §:i�ncfina.vian .!n'ciudes N'orwegla.n, 't\reafsh;
tions .

2/
3/

33, J

and Danish extrac

English includes English, Scotch, and Irish e
liisc ellaneous include s Polish ., Czechoslovakian ., Swiss , and
Dutch extractions.
D.

C HURCH PREFERENCE

All individuals in both groups ., except two members of the client

group ., .indi.OQ.ted a ohur-oh preftJ r ence ( Table 13) .

The control group had

more Catholics and fewer Methodists in its de..nomi:cational composition

than the client group $

Other than this difference, there is not suf

ficient contrast between the two groups in denominational composition

to warrant any inferences in this respect.

are similar in denominational composition.

Basically, the two groups
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TABLE 13.

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF CLIENT AND CONTROL GROUPS
BY CHURCH PREFERENCES , 1951

Client

Church

Number

Catholic

4

Lutheran

9

1'Iethodi st

�UP

..........................---

Percent
13 . 3

Control

Number

Groua

Percent

8

30 . 0

26. 7

11

36 . 7

10

33 . 3

6

2Q o 0

other

5

16. 7

5

16 . 6

?\To ne

2

6.7

JO

100 .0

Total

100 . 0

30

E.

EDUCATIOF OF HUSBAND AND THFE

Husbands in the control group averaged one-third of a year more i n
school o n the average than client group husbands (Table 14) .

Hives i n

both group s averaged over a year more in school than their husbands.

More husbands in the control . group (1 3 ) than in the client group ( 5 )
had gone beyond the eighth grade ..
and

14,

Nearly equal number s of wives , 15

client and control groups respectively, had gone beyond the

eighth grade but mor e of the control group uive s who had gone beyond
the eighth grade went further .

Tuelve c o ntrol group wives in contra st

with nine wive s in the client group had c ompleted high school .

A larg

er number of both husbands and wives in the control group had attained
a higher level of education than husbands a nd wives i n the client group e
The . average number of year s spent i n school by farm operator s in

the two groups classified by t e nure cla sse s and geographic areas varied
le s s than O . 5 of a year between groups for all classifications except

the part ouner tenure cla s s ( Table s 15 a nd 16 ) .

Control group part
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TABLE 14. FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTIOH OF CLIEliT AND C ONTROL GROUP
HUSBANDS AND HIVES BY NUMBER OF YEARS SPENT IN SCHOOL

Years in
School

--

3
4
5

6

7

8
9

10
11
12
13
14

Total Years
in School
Number of Case s

Range in Years

Average Years
in School

-

Hysbamls

Husband§

Hives

2
2

19

12

1

4

3

5
3

1

Uiv�s
1

2

1

1

--

ControJ. Gro 110

Cli�n't Grou12

l

2

13

13
3
4
3
J

1

l

1
1
8
2

2

l

2.1...2

29

5-13

-8. 3

2 73
28

4-14

260
30
3-12

3.. 14

908

8.7

9.8

284

29

TABLE . 15 . AVERAGE t:UMBER OF YEARS IN SCHOOL
CLIElIT Al;D CONTROL GROUP FARI I OPERATORS BY TENURE CLASSES,

1951

Tenure

Status

--

Client Grou1.2
Years
Number

of

Cases

in
School

Full Te na.nt
Part Owner

12

8 .. 5

Full Otmer

17

8.2

29

8. 3

--

All Tenure Cla sse s

._

1951

Control _Qroup
Year s
1,fumber
i.n
of

Ca ses

SQho2l

5

8�4

15

9.1

10

30

8. 2

8.7

owner s spent from 0 ,. 6 to 0 � 9 more year s in school than did member s of

other tenure classe s in either group .

Central South Dakota client and

control group farm operator s spent re spective y, 0 . 5 and 0 ,..7 more year s
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in school than client and control group farm operators in eastern South

Dakota .

TABLE 16 . AVERAGE NUNBER OF YEARS IN SCHOOL
CLIENT AND CONTROL GROUP FARM OPERATORS BY GEOGRAPHIC AREAS , 1951
Geographic
Area

Central South Dakota

Cli�11t GrQu:g
Number
Years
of
in
_cases
School
14

& stern South Dakota

15

29

Combined Area s

F.

8.6

8.1
8 • .3

Control Groua
Years
in
of
School
Ca se.[_
1":umber

15

9.0

15

8.3

30

8. 7

FAR-I EXPERIENCE

The farm labor ••rung" on the agricultural "tenure ladder 11 was

ent irely by-passed by about two -thirds of both groups ( Table 17) .

Mem

ber s of the client group who had farm labor experienc e had about three

year s more of it than control group roembers--an average of about nine
year s in contrast with six years for the control eroup.

Member s of both groups had spent about the same length of time, 1.3

year s, a s farm tenant s before 1940.

Since 1940, the control eroup

averaged five years a s farm tenant s with five of its member s remaining
as farm tenants throughout the period under study, 1940 through 1951.

All members of the client group achieved farm ownership in 1940 ; and
since 1940, they have averaged 2. 5 years longer as farm owners than

members of the control group who achieved farm ownership--an average
of 12. 0 year s in co ntrast uith 9. 5 years :for the control gro up .

Five

members of the control group and four in the client group had averaged
10. 0 and 11 . 5 year s in farm ouner ship at some time prior to 1940 but

TABLE l? o KINDS ANTI · .AMOUNTS OF FARM �PERIENCE
CLIENT AND CONTROL GROUPS, 1951
Group

and Kind

of Farm
Experience

Number
Who
Did Not
Have

Number
Who
Had

Total
Years of
Experience
as

Range in
Years of
Experience
as

--Average

Number of
Years of
Experience
as

Client Group
Farm Labor

21

9

80

4-20

8.9

Farm Tenant
Before 1940

l

29

403

4-28

1J o 9

Farm Tenant
Since 1940

30

0

Farm Owner
Before 1940

26

4

46

6-15

1L 5

Farm Owner
Since 1940

0

30

.360

20

10

60

.Qontrol Qroup
Farm Labor

12 . 0

1- 14

6.0

,#./

Farm Tenant
Before 19/J)

l

29

37 2

1-24

12 0 8

Farm Tenant
Since 1940

6

24

121

1-12

5 .0

Farm Owner
Before 1940

25

5

50

4-16

10 . 0

Farm Owner
Since 1940

5

25

237

4-12

9. 5

none had ·been able to maintain ownersh:tp during the depres sion of the
1930 ' s .
On the whole, the two groups are fairly comparable us t o the pattern and length of time spent on the various "rungs II of the "tenure lad-
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Nevertheless, one significant a spect of the se farm eArperienc· e

der . 11

patterns needs further consideration.

Farm ownership for an average of 2. 5 year s lone;er than the

group

contro l

members represent s a distinct opportunity for the client group

members in two respect s . First , it means that because client s had
achieved ounership two and one-half year s earlier, they had the opportu
nity to realize it s benefit s that much
longer .

Second, the two

earlier in life and for that much

and one-half year s repr e s e nt s that much greater

time opportunity in which to progre ss financially, particularly since
weather, crop yields , and price s were very
tive period in
the se

favorable during the effec

time in which thi s time advantage occurredo

In view

of

two considerations , it might be sugge sted that the greatest ben

efit. farmer s derive from the Farm Ounership loan program is the opportu
nity it affords them to achieve farm owner ship .

Thi s opportunity might

very well lead to additional financial opportuniti e s when it i s realized

just preceding a ri se in price levels or a shift in the parity ratio
which is favorable to farmer s ..
G.

sm�JHARY AND COECLUSION

The soc iological comparability of the tuo groups in 1940 is in
dicated by the existe nce of only minor differenc e s between groups uith

resp ect to the mean age s o f both husbands a nd wive s ; average total size

of family and the number of children at home in 1940 ; nationality back

grounds; chur ch preferenc e s ; number of year s spent in

school ; and the

kinds and amounts of farm experie nce prior to 1940 .
Some soc iological incompatability exi st s b etween the two groups .
It is indicat ed by differ e nc e s between the two groups

in the range of

age and edu.c ati onal attainment for both husbands and wives.

The age
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range for both husbands and wives in the client group was 19 years

while for the control group the range wa s 28 and 35 years • . This seems
to indicate that the client group was a selected group, at least with

re spect to age , relative to the control ·gr oup and to farmers in general a
In the control group, 13 husbands went beyond the eighth grade and 12

wives completed high school while in the client group only five husbands
and nine wives attained these educational levels.

This seems to indicate

that the control group, a s a group , had a slightly superior level of
educational attainment than the client group.

Ex:cept for the diffe�enc es noted, the client a nd control groups

appear to have had a common background of social circumstances.

It is

doubtful whether the differences between the tuo group s in range s of

age und educational attainment . are large enough to seriously affect the
sociological comparability of the tuo groups .

The tuo group s remained rea sonably comparable when classified by

1951 tenure classes and geographic location.

Differences which appeared

were largely differences between tenure classes and geographic areas
rather than between the two groups.
exception to this rule .

There was only one outstanding

Control group full owners averaged 2 o 3 years

older than client group full ouner s.

Full owner s in both groups, on the average, were older, had smaller

families, and had less education than either part owners or full teri.ants.
Both groups in eastern South Dakota, on the average, were younger,

had smaller families, and had less education than either group in cen
tral South Dakota 0

Tho foregoing distinctions betueen tenure classes n.nd

Geogro.phic areas are minor o.nd do not appear to have any significance .
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The only maj or difference between the tuo groups is the 2 . 5 year
difference in the average period of farm owner ship sinc e 1940 .

This

difference doe s not affec t the sociological c omparability of the two
groups ; but rather , it doe s have a bearing upon the soc ial and economic
progre ss comparisons which will be made in subsequent chapter s .

CHAPTER IV
COMPARISON OF FARM PURCHASE TERMS,
S IZE OF FARM, LAND USE, AND MANAGEMENTJ.' PRACTICE

The analy s i s contained in thi s chap ter wi ll be based upon a com
pari son of client and control group farm purchase terms , s i ze of farm ,
land use , and farm management p ractic e .
will be

( 1)

The ob j ectives of the analysis

t o ind icate the c omparab ility of the two group s with re s p ect

to the terms of financ ing the purchase of the inital farm unit , ( 2 ) to
determine the comparative progres s which the two group s made between

1940 and 1 95 1 in terms of increas ing the s i ze of the farm unit , decreas 
ing the prop orti on of acres in grain crops , and increas ing the number

of recomme�ded farm management prac tices employed , and ( 3 ) to evaluate
the effect ivene s s of the sup ervis ion of cl ients under the Farm Owner
ship program .

A . FINANCING THE FARM

PURCHASE

Many farmers are not as familiar as they might be with the terms
of the ir mortgag e contrac t .

They were unable to furnish all the

des ired details concerning the rates and terms of f inanc ing the farm
purchase .

Therefore , the data , in thi s res p ect , are somewhat incom

p lete .
All 3 0 farm-ownership client s made the ir original farm purchase
under the Farm Ownershi p program in 1940 .

They b ought an average of

370 ac res p er farm at an average pr i c e of $19 . 6� per acre ( Table 18 ) .
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TABLE 18 . COMPARISON OF FINANCING DATA ON ORIGINAL
FARM PURCHASE; CLIENT AND CONTROL GROUPS
Item

Client Group

Number of Cases

Numbe r reporting Farm Purchases
Average Acreage per Farm

Average Price per Farm
Average Price per Acre

Average Period of Owne rship

Number Reporting :

Purchase by a Single Cash
Payment
Average Amount

Purchase by a Down Payment
Average Amount

Annual Loan Installments
Average Amount

Unpaid B�lances in 1951
Average Amount

Length of Repayment Period
Average Number of Years

C ontrol Group

30

30

30

25

3 70

3 30

$7, 284 . 00

$8, 089 . 00

19 . 69
12 . 0

0
0

0

0
30 "'

$3 1 5

24 . 52
9.5

2

$6, 900
13

$�·, 593
16

$4 36

5

8

$3 , 4 3 9

$5 , 042

25

0

5 .9

The average loan amount was $7, 284, and annual loan installments

averaged $315 .

No down payments were required for direct loans under

the program in 1940 and none were made by c lients in this group .

The

average principal balance, in 1951, for five unpaid loans was $3, 4 39 .
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The balance in one case was to another lender , s ince thi s former c lient
The average repayment period for the 25

had refinanced his loan .

paid -up loans was 5 . 9 years and the average length of ownership was
twelve years for all case s .

The average length of repayment period , 5 . 9 yea.rs , for paid -up

loans in the client sample is almost the same as the repayment period ,

5 . 7 years , for all paid -up farm-ownership loans in South Dakota . The
1940 client sample , in thi s respect , is reasonably representative of

all paid -up loans .

In contrast , 25 members of the c ontrol group purchased farm units

containing an average of 330 acres at an average price of $24 . 52 per

acre (Table 18) .

These units averaged 40 acres les s per unit than

client units and cost an average of $5 more per acre .

Consequently,

the average c ost per farm unit in the control group, $8, 089, was in
round f igures , $800 more than the cost of farm units in the . client
group .

Thirteen c ontrol cases · made an average initial payment of
-(

. $2, 593 on their units .

In contrast , no down payments were made by any

memb ers of the client group .

Sixteen control cases had an average

annual loan installment of $436, or $120 more than the average client
loan installment .

The average pri�c ipal balance , in 1 95 1 , for e ight

unpaid loans was $5 , 042 .

This i s an average of $1, 600 more than for

client s who had unpaid balances .

The average length of ownership was

9 . 5 years in contrast to 1 2 years for the client group .

The 23 control group members who financed their farm purchases

did so with reasonably long -term amortized loans at an average interest

rate of about 4 . 5 percent .

Twelve cases financed farm purchases

through the Federal Land Bank ; three cases used a c ontract for deed
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method of farm purchase � two cases used open-term bank notes ; two cases

used 10-year minimum repayment period mortgage contract s with insurance

companies ; and four cas es d id not indicate the terms of the mortgage or

the mortgagee .

Scheduled loan ins tallments were of the fixed typ e for

the s ixteen cas e s reporting loan installment data .

Twelve of the se

sixteen cases , those with Federal Land Bank loans , c ould make advance

or reserve payments to apply at a future date should it become impossi

ble for them to make the regularly scheduled loan installment .

Delin

quency occurs when a scheduled loan payment i s not paid either directly

or from the res erve build up by advance payments .

All thirty farm-owne rship clients purchased farms with no down

payment by means of 40 -year loans at a 3 percent interes t rate under a

variable repayment agreement .

Annual loan installments varied d irectly

with the farm income , and advance payments applied at the "near end "

of the repayment schedule .

Thus , a borrower who had made advance pay

ments c ould skip loan installments ; or if he had no advance payment
credits , he c ould pay only the amount determined on an inc ome basis

and not become delinquent .

Exc ept for the s ignificant d ifference of a down payment ver sus

no down payment , the terms and c ond itions of farm purchase f:f.nancing

did not differ greatly b etween the two group s .

Ther e fore , differences

between the two groups with regard to size of farm purchased, price per

acre , length of ownership, number of cases with principal balance s , and

the s i ze of principal b alance cannot be attribut d , except for the down

p ayment difference , to differenc e s in terms of financing farm purchases .

Most of these differences are the result of the time at which farms

were purchased .
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C ontrol group farm purchases were made at an average

of 2 . 5 years later in time than client group purchases .

This period

of time was significant because of generally rising prices during the

period under study .

The existence of thi5 time interval i s largely a

function of down payment requirements and personal dec is i on .

Insofar

as this period exi sts as a function of down payment requirements, it

repres ents the major advantage of the Farm Ownership loan program to

the farmers who purchased farms under its auspices .

Normally, the

earlier in this period under study that a farm was purchased , the less

the price was per acre , the more reasonable the mortgage terms , and

the greater the opportunity to clear mortgage indebtednes s by virtue of

·good crop yields because of good weather, favorable prices for farm
product s , and a favorable c ost -price ratio .

It appears that the Farm Ownership loan progra.m • s chief advantage

to farmers is its minimum down payment requirement ; and if economic

conditions are propitious , a consequent time advantage .

In brief, it

represents an opportunity to achieve farm ownership under very favorable

terms of financing, if economic conditions warrant farm purchases under
these terms .

Data on additional land purchase s indicate the advantage of

achieving farm ownership early in the period under study .

Although

those members of the client group who purchased additional land did

not purchase as many additional ac res on the average ; more of them,

15 in c ontrast to 6 in the control group, purchased additional land - 

an average of 255 and 412 acres respectively ( Table 19) .

It appears
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TABLE 19 � COMPARISON OF FINANCING DATA ON ADDITIONAL
LAND PURCHASED, CLIENT AND CONTROL GROUPS
Item
Number of Cases

Number Reporting Purchas e
of Additional Land

Average Acreage per Purchaser

Total Number of Tracts Purchased

Average Numb er per Purchaser
Average Acreage per Trac t

Average Price per Tract

Average Price per Acre

Client Group

Control Group

30

30

15

6

2 55

412

12

26
1.7

2 .0

206

147
$3 , 568 .

$3 , 183

$24

$1 5

13

11

Number of Tract s Reported :

Purchased by a single cash
payment
Average Amount

Purchased by a down
payment
Average Amount

With Annual Loan Installments
Average Amount

With Unpaid Balance s in 1951
Average Amount

Length of . Ownership

Average Number of Years

$2 , 765

-I

$ 3 , 018

2

0

5

0

$2, 700
$400

6
$2, 063

26

5 .0

1

$2 , 800
12

6 .o

that the opportunity to achieve farm ownership afforded clients by the
program might be respons ible for thi s d ifference b etween the two groups .
Earlier achievement of farm ownership enabled more clients than non 
clients to clear mortgage indebtednes s and to obtain a financ ial posit ion
which permitted them to expand their scale of operat ions at the ir
discretion .
Both groups were questioned concerning the c redit problems they
had experienced s inc e 1940, and how the s e prob lems , if anY, were solved .
Respondents were not asked what their c redit problems were b efore 1940
on the as sumption that for many or most farmers credit was a problem
during the 1930 ' s . .Furthermore , credit problems b efore 1940 antedate
the period under study ; and therefore they are not applicab le to this
study .

The purpose behind this inquiry was to find out how farmers ,

particularly non -client farmers , felt ab out the avaiiab ility and ade 
quacy of farm c red it .

The questions and response s are rec orded in

Table 20 .

-r

The s ignif icant cons ideration is that only 10 percent of the
control group and none of the client group indicated that they had had
inadequate credit s ince 1940 .

It would appear that farmers in both

groups were obtaining suffic ient credit to meet their felt c redit needs
dur ing the 1940 ' s .
1940 ( see Chapter

Judged by their comparable f inanc ial condition in

5 ) , most c ontrol group memb ers were as eligible for

farm-ownership loans as client group members , b ut a majority of them
had little or no knowledge of the FHA program ( se e Chapter

7) . Many

individuals in b oth groups stated quite frankly thet they were afraid
to contract debts during the early 1940 ' s .

Thi s fear of deb t may account
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TABLE 20 . CREDIT PROBLEMS AND SOLUTIONS ,
CLIENT AND CONTROL GROUPS
Fre9:uenci of ResEonse
Client
Control
Group
Group

Cred it Prob lem
and Solution
1.

2.

Have you b een ab le to obtain
adequate credit s ince 1940 ?
a . Yes
b . No

If not , what credit was needed ?
a . Operating Credit
b . Long -term Credit

30
0

27

0
0

1
2

0

1

0

l

1
29

2

26

1

0

3

3 . What change s in your operations

would you have mad e had adequate
credit b een avai lable ?
a . Purchased b e tter equipment
and live stock
b . Followed better farming
practices

.4.

Did you have any d ifficulty in
meeting scheduled mortgage
payments ?
a . Ye s
b . No

5 . If

so,

a.
b.
C •

what difficulties ?
Gras shoppers
Live s tock Di sease
Insuffic ient Income

0

0

1
1

0

1

0

1

6 . What was d one to overcome

these diff iculties ?
a . Custom Work
b . Farm Lab or
C •
Cred it Agency carri ed
delinquency

0

1

for much of the delay in farm ownership achievement by members of the
c ontrol group .

Many farmers by cho ice - -a:· choice motivated by the fear

of deb t s learned during the drought and depression of the 1930 ' s -
delayed fa.rm purchase s until they had gained confid ence in the ir

expectations of b e ing able to repay the mortgage indebtedne s s .
The validity ·of this analys is of why control group members were
delayed in achieving farm ownership is evidenced by the fact that
many insurance companie s and other "unwilling landlords " , during the
late 1930 ' s and early 1940 ' s , were selling the ir foreclosed landhold 
ings on a contract for deed basis .

During thi s period of land

liquidation by thi s type of mortgage lender , mos t any farmer, who
really desired to achieve farm ownership, and who could overcome hi s
·ec onomic pes s imi sm and fear of debt , c ould have contracted for the
purchase of a farm .
It appears that c ontrol group members in particular, and the
client group members , as well , could have achieved farm ownership
. much earlier tha n they, in fact, did .

The opportunity to do so was

pre sent , but economic confidence was lacking .

The Farm Ownership

loan program pre sented a relatively s ecure opportunity to achieve
farm ownership ; because under its variable payment
terms , the bor-r
. rower was not likely to become delinquent or to lose his farm during
either short or long periods of adverse c rop production or prices .
Even with this as sured method for achieving farm ownership , many
early clients under the program fea!ed that they would never be able
· to pay off the mortgage within their lifetime .

B.

SIZE OF THE FARM

The c lient group members increased the average size of their
farm units b etween 1940 and 1951 by leas ing or purchasing an average
of 159 add itional acres .

The c ontrol group, in c ontrast , added an

average of only 55 acres to the ir farm units ( Table 21 ) .

In 1940 ,
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TABLE 21 . AVERAGE NUMBER OF ACRES OWNED , RENTED, AND TOTAL
CONTROLLED BY GEOGRAPHIC AREAS, CLIENT AND CONTROL GROUPS,
1 940 AND 1951
Geographic Area
a.nd Item
Comb ined Areas
Acres OWned

Acres Rented

Total Acres Controlled
1 940 to 1 9 51 Increase
Percent

Number

Acre s Owned

of
of

Cas e s

Eastern South Dakota
Acres Owned

Acres Rented

Total Acres Controlled
1940 to 1951 Increase

Percent of Acre s Owned

Number of Cases

C entral South Dakota
Acres Owned

Acres Rented

Total Acres Controlled
1 940 to 1951 Increase

Percent of Acres Owned

Numb er

of

Cases

Client Group
1940
1 9 51
3 70

509

448

607

78

82 . 6
30

257

8

26 5

97 . 0

98

f1 59

83 . 9

Control Group
1951
1940
37

357

49 3

5 48

456

7.5

30

33 5

27

163 _

274

331

34

369

f104

90 . 8

247

9.9

482

683

48

630

84 5

15

65 . 1

30

15

148

f 55

30

15

15

191

162

f215

80 . G

15

66 5

713
6 .7

15

168
,f 5 7

49 . 2
15

5 52

214

166

f 53

72 . 1
15

control group farms averaged 45 acres larger than cli�nt group farms .
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By 195 1 , the pos ition of the two groups was reversed , and client group
farms averaged 59 acres larger than control group farms .

Farm units , in

1951, averaged 607 and 548 acres in the client and control groups re 
spect ively .

The client group, in 1951, owned 84 percent of the acreage

they controlled while the c ontrol group owned only 65 perc ent of the
land they controlled .

It appears that memb ers of the client group ,

between 1940 and 1951, were able , not only to gain control of more acres ,

but to own a greater proportion of the acres they controlled than were

members of the control group .

The same group relationships hold , although not to the same degree ,

by geographic subdivi sions ( Table 21) .

Client farmers in central South

Dakota added an average of 215 acres to their farm units , or about

twice the number ( 104 acres) added by client farmers in eastern South

Dakota, but in 1951 , t�ey owned a smaller proportion- -81 percent of 845
acres in contrast with 91 percent of 369 acres - of the land they con

trolled .

The growth in farm size in the control group was about the

same , 55 acres , for both geographic subdivis ions and for the group as

a whole ; but in 1951, central South Dakota control group members owned

a much larger proportion of the land they controlled - -72 percent of

766 acres in contrast with 49 percent of 331 acres for c ontrol group

members in eastern South Dakota .

Control group farmers in central South Dakota have apparently

failed to make ad justment s in farm s i ze c ommensurate with those made by
control group farmers in eastern South Dakota , n r have c ontrol group

farmers by geographic subdivi sions or as a group made adjustments in
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fa.rm s i ze comparab le to those made by farme r s in the cli ent group .
Both groups had equal geographic distribution ; and therefore , vari 
ations in farm s ize between the two groups are not likely to have re sulted
from this cause .

Moreover , the fact that group relat ionships were much

the s ame when the two groups were geographically subdivided

fairly well

negate s invoking geographic influences to explain the variation in farm
s i ze b etween the two groups .
Full owners in the client group added an average of 70 acre s to
their farm uni t s between 1940 and 1951 while c ontrol group full owners
reduced the i r units by 75 acres ( Table 22) .

Full owners in b oth groups

in 1951 owned an _average of about 460 acres .

Client group part owners

added an -average of 293 acres to the ir farm units , or · about twice as- many
· ( 146 acres ) · as the control group ; · and in 1951, they owned a larger · propor 
ti o p - �70 percent of 816 acres in contrast with 60 percent of 692 acre s - �of
the land they c- ontrolled .

Full tenants in the control group · in 1951 oper 

ated farm units which averaged 312 acre s o r onl_y 4 2 acres larger than
. the units they operated in 1940 .
The most feasib le explanation for the d ifferenc es between the two
groups in the amount of growth in farm size appears to be that such
d ifferences ar ise as a function of the amount of land resource s con 
trolled under ownership .

The client group by means of farm-ownership

loans were able to obtain ownersh ip control over more land re s ource s in
1940 tha.n the c ontrol group .

The c ontrol group had owner ship c ontrol

over le s s than 10 percent of the land farmed , while the client group,
in 1940, had ownership control of 8 3 percent of the�r land .

Had the

c ontrol group obtained ownership control of a like amount of land at the

1951
Tenure
Status

TABLE 22 . AVERAGE NUMBER OF ACRES OWNED , RENTED ,
. AND TOTAL CONTROLLED BY TENURE CLASSES,
C LIENT AND CONTROL GROUPS, 1940 AND 1951
Client Group
1951
1940
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C ontrol Group
1940
1951

Full Tenants

Acres Owned

Acres Rented

270

Total Acres Controlled

270

Percent of Acres Owned

0

1940 to 1951 Increase

Number of Cases
Part Owners

Acres Owned

Acres Rented

Total Acres Controlled
1940 to 1951 Increase

Percent of Acres Owned

Numb er of Cases
Full Owners

351

172
523

67 . 1

12

5 70

246

816

f 293

69 . 9

18

21

414

546

692

525

3 .8

278

f 146

59 . 8

526

451

468

Number of Cases

5

45 1

398

96 . 0

5

80

Total Acres Controlled
Percent of Acres Owned

0

15

468

1940 to 19 51 Increase

t 42

15

382
16

312

12

Acres Owned

Acres Rented

312

/- 70

100 . 0
18

446

15 . 2
10

- 75

100 . 0

10
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so.me t ime by o.ltermtive meo.ns , they would have doubt lessly mo.de progres s

more nearly eq'UI'.l to thQt of the clie nt group .
The implicc.tion is thnt the lc.rgest po.rt of the benefit uhich far
mers derive from the Fe.rm Ownership program c ome s not so much from the
rates o.nd terms of credit offered by it , but from the opportunity it
affords fo.rmer s t o overcome co.pitnl ro.tioning and to gain ownership con
trol of o.dequn.te lo.nd resourc e s sooner than they otherwis e would "

This

means th�t farmers , who , i n addition to the nece s sary complement of
livestock c.nd equipment , own c. large pc.rt of their lo.nd re sourc e s , r.re
in c. better posit i on i n terms of bargaining pouer, to lea se or purcha se
the o.dditioni.l lnpd nec e ssary in mo.king sea.le adjustment s in re sponse t o
cha.�ing c onditions o f agricultural production .
The dn.to. and analysi s pre se nted in this section c.ppenr to wo.rro..nt
the inference that the Ferm Ounership loan proe;ram should allow client s ,
while still active under the procrnm, t o lea se or purchase additional
acreage s , if their re source s cnd . co.pabilitie s permit ; �nd if expansions
in sea.l e are nec e s sary to increa se production efficiency �

FHA reg

ulations to the c ontrary were nullified in one of three w�ys by client s
who de sired t o expand their scale o f opera.tions c
pnid off

First ., the client

�is lonn a s repidly o..s pos �ible , and thereafter , expanded

his sc�le of l�nd holding s to the de sired ext e nt .

Second, contrary

to program regulations , some client s purcha sed or rented ndditionnl
lnnd while they were sti ll active under the progro.m o

Third, some

client s obtnine d supplemental or farm enlo..rgeme nt lo�ns under the
Fa.rm Ownership program , nnd thereby, eA1)nnded their scctle under the
auspic e s of the program .
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C•

USE OF THE LAND

Better use of the land is often extolled as one of the virtues of
farm ownership .

Thi s propos ition forms the bas i s for comparing the two

group s ac cord ing to the proportion of farm acres devoted to grain crops
as an indicator of land use in terms of soil c onservation and restoration .
The underlying as sumptions are that if there are fewer acres in grain
crops ( 1 ) there is less soil mining, or at least , fewer acres are mined ;
( 2 ) there are probably more acres sown to nitrogen-restoring legume
crops ; ( 3 ) there usually will be more l ivestock, which means a greater
return of organi c matter to the soil ; and ( 4 ) as a consequence of the
foregoing, there _ will be les s soil eros ion . .19/

The client group between 1940 and 195 1 reduced the proportion of
farm acres in grain crops from 55 . 6 to 47 . 5 percent while the control
group reduc ed the irs from 63 . 8 to 58 . 6 percent ( Table 23 ) .

The c lient

group had the smaller proportion of acres in grain crops at both points
in t ime ; and s inc e client group ' farms were lar�r - -607 and 548 acres
.r espectively - -than control group farms in 195 1 , this means that the
client group actually made a larger reduction in terms of acres than i s
indicated b y comparing percentages .
Part owners in both groups made larger reductions in the proportion
of ac res in grain crops between 1940 and 1951 than either full owners or
full tenants .

Client group part owners had a smaller proportion of acres

in grain crops at b oth points in time than control group part owners
lg/ It is recogni zed that the most economical proportion of acres
in gras ses and legume s varies with each parti cular farm and each type
of agriculture . Just how small a proportion of farm ac res can be
economically devoted to grain crop production i s not under cons ideration .
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TABLE 23 . PROPORTION OF FARM ACREAGE IN GRAIN CROPS
BY TENURE CLASSES, CLIENT AND CONTROL GROUPS, 1940 AND 1951

1951

Tenure
Status
_.......-....,..

-----------·

Full Teno.nt s

Part Owners
Full Owner s

All Tenure Clas ses

Client Group
Number
of
1 940 1951
Cases
0

12
18

30

---

--

51 . 2

42 . 6

55 .6

47 . 5

59 . 4

53 . 2

C ontrol Gro�
Numbe r
1940 1951
of
Cas e s

5

69 . 2

65 . 5

10

56 . 2

59 . 8

15

67 . 9

30

63 . 8

57 . 1

58 . 6

had in either 1940 or 1951 . Even though rented acres were included in
these c omputati ons , it is poss ible that part owners mine the soil on

rented land rather than their own land , and that their progress in thi s

respect i s les s real than i t appears .

Full owner s in the client group , although they reduced the propor

tion of acres in grain c rops , had , in both 1940 and 1951 , a. larger pro

portion of acres in grain crops than part owner s in this group .

In the

c ontrol group, full owners actually increased the proportion of acres in

grain crops ; and in 19 5 1 , thi s proportion exceeded that of part owners
in thi s group, whereas i n 1940, their pos itions were reversed in this

respect .

Full owners in the c ontrol group may be temporarily mining the

soil in an endeavor to c lear farm i ndebtednes s - -a very c ommon procedure

followed by farmers in debt .

In 1951, b oth full owners and part owner s in the client group had

farms larger .than those in these tenure clas ses in the c ontrol group .

Therefore , the c lient group by tenure clas ses and as a group made more

progres s than the control group, not only in reduc ing the proportion of

TABLE 24 . PROPORTION OF FARM ACREAGE IN GRAIN CROPS
BY GEOGRAPHIC AREAS, CLIENT AND CO�OL GROUPS, 1940 AND 1951
Geographic
Area

Eastern South Dakota
Central South Dakota

Comb ined Areas

Client Group
Number

Control GrouE
Numb er
of
1940 1951
Cases

Of·

1940 1951

15

66 . 9 5 9 . 8 .

15

15

50 . 8 42 . 2

69 . 5 66 . 4

15

30

55 . 6 47 . 5

61 .6 55 . 3

30

Cases

66

63 . 8 58 .6

acres i n grain crops , but also, i n terms of actual acreages removed from

grain crop production .

In contrast, full tenants in the control group , althoug� they reduced

the proportion between 1940 and 1951, had a proportion of acres in grain
crops at both points in time which was larger than any other tenure
class in either group .

This contrast between full tenancy and full or

part ownership in comparing these two groups is heightened by . the fact
that full tenants had the smallest average sized farm unit .

Both groups in eastern South Dakota had a larger �roportion of acres

in grain crops than in central South Dakota (Table 24) .

This was ex

pected because of differences in agriculture between the two areas .

However, the client group in both areas stands out, not only in the low
initial proportion, but also, in reduc ing the proportion of acres in

grain crops between 1940 and 1951 .

Here also, because client group

farms are larger than control group farms in both areas , this means an
even greater · absolute reduction in terms of acres removed from grain

crop production .

In general, both groups registered progres s in grain crop acreage
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reduction, but the client group, beginhitlg with a lower initial propor
tion i n 1940, inade the greater reiative and absolute progress in this
respect.
Just hou much reduction in the proportion of acres soun to grain
crops in the client group preceded loan repayment is virtually impossible
to determine.

Some of this reduction undoubtedly took place since the

loan was repaid.

It appears , from the relatively hi3h i nitial propor

tion of grain crop acres in the full owner tenure class in the client
group and in this group in eastern South Dalcota, that part of the client
group might first have done some mining of the soil in paying for the
farm, and then instituted soil conservine; mea sures.

Therefore, it is

difficult to a scertain how much of the client group ' s greater proGress
in grain crop a.crea�e reduction is the result of the Farm Ownership
program ' s supervis ion and how much of it results from other pos sible
causes.

It i s very possible that grain crop acreage reduction patterns

are more a function of the length of time the farm has been (a) owned
_ and (b) clear of mortgage indebtednes s in addition to relative price
levels than a function of supervision or the method by uhich the farm
uas purchased .
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D.

FARM MANAGEMENT PRACTICE

The purposes of thi s section are :

( 1 ) to determine the comparative

progres s of the two groups in farm management practice, and ( 2) to present

and evaluate information obtained concerning the effectiveness of super

vision of farm ownership clients .

Although supervision of borrowers touches upon nearly all aspects

of farm life , an attempt to determine its effectiveness will be made by

comparing the number of rec ommended farm practices employed by clients
in comparison with the number employed by the c ontrol group .

This pro

cedure for determining the effectivenes s of the supervision of clients

and the comparative level of fa.rm management practice of the two groups ,

admittedly, furnishes an unrefined measurement of these factors .

Farm

practices used for this purpose are those which are commonly recommended

by the farm owner ship supervisory program, the S oil Conservation Service ,
and the Extension Service .

The lis t of practic es and the number of cases

employing each practice in 1940 and 1951 are presented in Table 25 .

The client group in 1951 employed an average of one practice more

than the control group - -an average of 15 . 4 practices in c ontrast with
14 . 5 practices .

The client group had added an average of 5 . 0 practices

to their farm management program between 1940 and 1951 while the control

group added 3 . 6 practices to their program .

Part owners in both groups added a larger number of practice s to

their farm management program than full owners ( Table 26) . An average
of 5 . 7 practic e s were added by client group part owners in contrast

with 4 . 9 practices added by control group part owners , while full owners
in the two groups added 4 . 5 and 1 . 7 practices respectively and full

"·
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TABLE 25 . FARM MANAGEMENT PRACTICES AND
THE NUMBER OF CASES EMPLOYING EACH PRACTICE,
CLIENT AND CONTROL GROUPS, 1940 AND 1951
VI .

FARM MANAGEMENT PRACTICE
1 . Crop Production Practices
*a . Improved Seed Varieties
*b . Seed Grain Preparation
*c . C ontrol of Noxious Weeds
*d . Use of Hybrid Seed Corn
*e . Pasture Rotation
and Management
*f . Plowing under all-crop
Res idues
2.

3.

Client Group
1940
1951
20
ll

23

21

20

11

26
28

23

29
22
29

7

15

28

3

13

28

30

24
29

10

20
_ g9

6

0

5

0

5

8
3

17

17

23

17
12

8
4

13
6

7

9

20

25

Soil Management Practices
*a . Legumes in Rotation
14
*b . Use of Barnyard Manure
26
*c . Use of Commerc ial
Fertilizers
0
*d . Erosion C ontrol
1 . Contour and strip farming and terrace s where
needed
5
2 . Grassed Waterways
l
3 . Early fall subsurface
tillage ( Stubble mulch plowing}
14

Livestock Production Practices
a . Feeding Practices
*l . Balanced Rations
2 . S ilage Feeding
3 . Feed according to
Production
4 . Self feed or adequate
feed space
Good
quality hay
5.

C ontrol Group
194g_ _ ___t251

11
7

17

17

27

29

-l

11
5
11

13

16

25

25

28
29

19
*l . Purebred s ires
2 . Selection Practiced 21
3 . Planned Cross Breeding 6
4 . Sire testing
5 . Artific i al Insemination

29
26

20

20

25
26

29

25

27

18

25
4 34
30
14 . 5
3.6

24

b . Breeding Practices

Disease Control
*l . Vaccination for con24
tagious diseases
*2 . C ontrol of External
21
Para.s ites
312
Total
30
Number of Cases
10 . 4
Average
1940 to 1951 Increase

29

13

27

4

6

C•

29

461

30
15 . 4
5 .0

326

30

--

10 . 9
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TABLE 26 . AVERAGE NUMBER OF RECOMMENDED
FARM PRACTICES EMPLOYED BY TENURE CLASSES,
CLIENT AND CONTROL GROUPS, 1940 AND 1951

1940
1940
to
Client
Control
to
1951
Number
Group
1951 Number
Group
1951
Tenure
of
of
InInt a_t_
u_s____ __ Cas�_ 1940 _ __?-95 1 crease ·Cases 1940 1951
crease
_
s_
.-.--Full Tenants
Part Owners

Full Owners

All Classes

5

11 . 2 14 . 6

3 .4

11 . 1 1 5 . 6

5 .7

4.5

15

9 . 0 13 . 9

4 .9

10

l.7

10 . 4 15 . 4

5 .0

30

13 . 5 15 . 2
10 . 9 14 . 5

3 .6

0

12

18

30

9 . 3 15 . 0

------ ----------------------·· · - - - -.

tenants in the control group added 3 . 4 practices .

In 1951, part owners

in the client group employed an average of about one prac tice and full

owners about one -half practice more than these c orresponding tenure
classes in the control group .

In both groups at both points in time ,

full owners employed as . many or more of these recommended farm prac 
tices than either tenants or part owners ; and paTt owners in both
groups employed the smallest average number of these practices .

The client group in b oth geographic areas added an average of five

recommended farm practices to their management program between 1940 and

1951 ( Table 27) .

In contrast, the control group in eastern South Dakota

added an average of four and in central South Dakota an average of three

practices during this same period .

Both client and control groups in

central South Dakota in 1951 employed an average of about 14 of the se

recommended farm practices .

In eastern South Dakota, the client group

in 1951 employed an average of 2 . 3 farm practices more than the control

group or an average of 17 . 3 practices in c ontrast with 15 . 0 practices .
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�ABLE 27 , AVERAGE NUMBER OF RECOMMENDED
FARM PRACTICES EMPLOYED BY GEOGRAPHIC AREAS,
CLIENT A..m) CONTROL GROUPS, 1940 AND 19 5 1
Geographic
Area
Eastern
South Dakota

Central
South Dakota

Comb ined Areas

Client
Number
Group
of
Cases 1940 19 5 1

1940
to
Control
1951 Number
Group
Inof
crease Cases
1940 1951

. . ... :::=

1940
to
1951
Increase

15

12 . 3 1 7 . 3

5 .0

15

10 . 9 15 . 0

4.1

15

8 . 5 13 . 5

5 .0

15

10 . 9 14 . o

3 .1

30

10 . 4 1 5 . 4

5 .0

30

10 . 9 14 . 5

3 .6

:t

Differenc e s between geographi c areas in the number of recommended

farm practices employed exist largely because of differences in types
of farming .

Certain feed ing practices , for instance , s ilage feeding and

feeding according to milk production, are not as likely to be employed

in c attle produc tion enterprises in central South Dakota as they are in

divers ified livestock production enterprises in eastern South Dakota .

It appears that the client group made slightly more progress than

the c ontrol group in adding recommended farm practices to their manage 

ment program and employed a slightly larger number of these practices
in 1951 .

The supervis i on of clients in thi s sample apparently did

little more than keep them abreast with the level of farm practice

which prevailed in the community in which they lived , insofar as this
was indicat�d by the c ontrol group .

Farm-ownership clients might have done as well in adopting recom

mended farm practices without supervision .

Thi s pos s ib ility has merit

in view of the fact that clients were selected �y the county committee ,

in part , upon .the bas is of their reputation as farmers .
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This selection

should result in some above -average farmers becoming clients , who would ,

by virtue of being above-average, make reasonably adequate progres s in
adopting rec ommended farming practices without supervis ion .

Farm-ownership clients were asked to recall specific farm manage 

ment practices recommended to them by supervis ors (Table 28 ) .
record of supervision in this respect is not very impress ive .

The

Thirty

clients recalled only 19 practices recommended to them by supervisors .
In the control group , only one landlord recommended farm management

practices to his tenant ; and in this single cas e , the recommendation was
to use legumes in rotation .

Yet , the control group employed as many

recommended farm practices as the client group .

Perhaps , the client

group , like the control group, would have adopted the farm practices

they did without the benefit of any supervi s ion .

Even though it is . to be granted that client memory in this regard

ma.ny not be very accurate , the failure of clients to remember practices

· recommended to them by the supervi sor and whether the practices were

adopted can be taken as an indication that the supervisor and supervision

did not make an effective or lasting impres s ion upon the client .

If it

had , the client would have remembered more distinctly and accurately the
tangible results of supervj.sion .

It i s possible that supervisors recom

mended many more practices than clients were willing to acknowledge, since
to admit that practices were recommended but not adopted might cause

client s to feel that they had "lost fac e " with the interviewer .

Even so,

supervision of clients does not appear to have been effective in terms

of the small number of practices adopted as a direct result of supervisor

recommendations .
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TABLE 28 .

FARM PRACTICES RECOMMENDED

'

BY ·SUPERVISORS TO MEMBERS OF THE CLIENT GROUP
FREQUENCY OF RECOMMENDATION, AND WHETHER ADOPI'ED
Recommended
Farming Practice

Frequency of
Recommendation

Practice
Adopted

Practice
Not Adopted

--------�----------- -------------------------·�------ �---

1.

Contour Farming

7

6

l

2.

Use of Legumes in
Rotation

4

4

0

3

3

0

2

2

0

1

l

0

1

l

0

l

l

0

19

18

1

3 . Strip Farming

4 . Divers ification of
Farm

5.

Enterpri ses

Gras s ing Waterways

6 . Summer Fallowing

7 . Use of Good S ires
Total

According to the memory of the clients su veyed , supervisors do
· not average two on-the -farm visits per year { Table 29) .

These super 

visory on -the -farm vi s i ts are in addition to the required annual farm
and -home planni ng ses s i on which usually takes place in the supervi sor ' s
office .

The relative infrequency of supervisor -client contact on the

farm may help to explain the apparent ineffectivene s s of supervision .
Landlords in the c ontro l group averaged nearly as many annual on -the 
farm vi s �ts ( 1 . 7 annual visits in contrast with 1 . 9 annual vis its by
supervi sors) .

However , two -third s of the landlords did not vis it the

farm more than the uncounted annual busine s s vi sit .
There i s a pos s ib ility that much of the supervision of clients may
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TABLE 29 . DISTRIBUTION OF CLIENT AND CONTROL GROUPS
BY FREQ�NCY OF SUPERVISOR OR LANDLORD ON-THE -FARM VISITS
IN ADDITION TO ONE ANNUAL BUSINESS VISIT
Frequency of
Annual Visits

Number of Client
Cases Experienc ing

0
l

Number of Control
Cases Experienc ing

l
10
13

19

2

1

1

1
2

12
Total V i s its for the Group

56

52

Numb er of Cases

30

30

Average

1.9

1.7

Range

0-4

0-12

have been centered in the farm�and -home plan .

If this i s true , then

some d egree of the effectivenes s of supervi s i on should be reflected in
the current record -keeping pattern of former clients .

However , the only

current records kept by members of either group , except for those members
of b oth groups who also kept product ion and inventory records , were in
come and expense record s ( Table 3 0) .

These inc ome and expense rec ord s

were, for the most part , inadequate except for income tax purpose s ; and
as viewed by the author , they cons i sted mainly of sales and expense
receipts . · Five members of the client group and two in the control
group kept complete farm record s .

It appears that cl ients were little

better than non-clients in keeping adequate farm record s .

The ·
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TABLE 30 . TYPE AND FREQUENCY OF FARM RECORDS
KEPT, CLIENT AND C ONTROL GROUPS

====::=.;======:;;,;:" ===-======= ============
Type of
Record

-----------------�-----------------·
Income and Expense

Produc t ion
Inventory

Freg,uency
C lient Group
Control Group
30

30

5

2

5

2

supervisory program apparently failed to succes sfully promote the idea

of keeping farm records .

This is i ndicated by the fact that most of the

client s surveyed , 25 out of 3 0, discontinued the practice, except for
income tax purposes , after the loan was repaid .

Those who continued keep 

ing adequate records might have done so regardless of supervisory efforts .

CH.APTER V

- -- - - ---

COMPARISON OF NET HORTH AND I NCOME

A comparison of the net worth and income of the client and control

groups will form the basis for the analysi s contained in this chapter .

The objectives of the analysis will be :

(1) to determine the compar

ative proeress of the two groups in accumulating capital, and ( 2) to

compare (a ) the 1951 income for both groups t and (b) 1951 income and

farm operating expense s for both groups adjusted to 1940 price levels e
A.

NET WORTH

This analysi s i s concerned with the financial progres s of the farm

firm a s a unit e.nd not with the detailed financial organization of the
unit .

Therefore, net worth is the only e lement in the financial struc

ture of the farm business which. will be consid�red.

However, component

· element s in the financial structure of the farm firm are given in ap
propriate balance sheet tables in Appendix C .

lTet worth data uere derived from conservatively valued a sset s minus

liabilities at face value .

Fixed a sset s ( land and buildings ) were valued

by taking the appraised value or the purchase price, whichever figure

wa s available, and adding thereto, the co st of major improvements which
had been added by the owner since he had acquired the farm. Work:ing

a s sets (feed, seed, and livestock) were valued somewhat below the current

_________
market value s ,

J:J/

Asset s in the form of machinery and equipment were

,

l1/

See Appendix C, Table I , for a list o prices employed .
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valued according to the farmer ' s judgment of uhat his machinery a nd
equipment would bring at a farm sale .
I n the asset valuation procedure , both groups were treated a like ,
and both groups hnd experienced rea sonably similar economic , weather ,
and soil conditions during the period under study.

They should, there•

fore , reflect difference s in capital accumulat ions, if a rzy-, arising from
the achievement of farm ownership a nd the per iod of farm ownership under
the a ssumptions :

( 1) that members of both gToups were striving to ac

cumulate capital (including the ownership of land) , ( 2) that the range
and average level of managerial ability repre se nted in the tuo gro up s
were approximate ly equal, and (3) that perso nal financial withdrawals
in both groups were about equal .
The control 6Toup had an average of (;477 more net uorth in 1940 than
the c lient group (Table 31) .

By 1951,

the client group had attained a

substantial average margin of �)6 , 088 more net worth than the . control
group .

The client group between 1940 and 1951 '',aine d a n average of

)6 , 5 65 more in net uorth than the control aroup gained during this same
period .
The client group, beginning with an inferior net worth position in

1940

in all

tenure and geographic c�a s sifications except in ea stern

South Dakota , c o nsist e ntly made larger capita l accumulations by tenure

classe s and geographic area s to achieve a net worth posit ion in 1951,
superior to that of the co ntrol group (Tables 31 and 32) .
Cli ent · group part owners eained an average o f ()9, 217 and full owners
gained (';,J , 077 more in net worth between 1940 and 1951 than the correspond
ing tenure cla sses in the control group c

Part owners in both groups

registered larger net worth increa se s during thi s period and had a net
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1'ABLE 31 . AVERAGE NET UORTH AI[) INCREASE IN NET l !QRTH
BY TENURE CLASSF$ , CLIENT AIID CONTROL GROUPS,. 1940 through 1951
1951
Tenure

Status

Full Tenants

Client GtQl.m

1940

1951

0

0

Number of Ca se s

•
I

!Jet 1 Torth

Con1'ro� Grgu12

1940

1951

4

4

�:; 3 , 010

'.::; 16 , 936

1940 to 1951 Increa se
in Net Horth

"�1.3 , 926

t'

Part Owners

ll

Number of Ca ses
Eet Horth

�) 2, 841

1940 to 1951 I ncrease
in Eet Horth

12

14

15

.:,41, 216

::) 3 , 839

(? 32, 9 97

1

(129, 15 8

,::1 38, 375

� Otmers
IJumber of Case s
Fet Horth

,

17

t)" 3 316 ·

1940 to 1951 Increa se
in Net Worth

18
)30 , 682

(

-

10

10

t:3
518
"

:> 27 , 807

,

,

,",} 27 ' 366

289
,";24
"

-YJ:. C la sse s
}umber of Cases
Net Horth
1940 to 1951 I ncrea se
in l:et 1 T orth

-

28

30

)3, 129

�34 , 895
�) 31 , 766

'

28

606
,"jJ
,,

,

29

,"i,, 28 807
)25 , 201

uorth position superior to that of full owners or full tenant s ; and of
all tenure cla ss e s , full tenant s showed the smallest avera�e gain in net
worth , and the lowe st 1951 net worth position .
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TABLE 32 . AVERAGE NET HOR'l'H AND INCREASE IN NET HORTH
BY GEOGRAPHIC AREAS, CLIENT AM) CONTROL GROUPS, 1940 and 1951
Geographic

Area

.........._.

-----.

1940

1951

1940

1951

15

15

14

14

(}3 , 378

�)27 , 326

')J , 042

�:;23 , 004

Ea stern South Dakota
Number or Case s
Net Horth

C�ntrol Gr�u:g

c11�nt Qroim

1940 t o 1951 Increa se
in Net Horth

t-..>19, 96 2

t'

) 23 , 948

C entral South Dakota
Number of Case s

Net Horth

1940

in

15

1.3

()42, 465

') 2, 842

t o 1951 Increase
Net Horth

t 4,

.)

14

15

169

�1 34, 223
(/30 , 0 54

<)39, 623

Combined Areas
Number of Case s
Net Horth

28

,.� .30

28

29

�)3 , 129

'.) 34, 89 5

t•.?3, 606

<) 28 , 807

1940 to 1951 Increa se
in Net Horth

�:,31, 766

(� 25 , 201

-

In central South Dakota , the clie nt group gained a n average of
$9, 569 and in ea stern South Dakota an averag e of �)J , 986 more in net
worth. betueen 1940 and 1951 than the contro l group gained in the se area s .
Both groups i n c e ntral South Dakota in 1951 had a larger net uorth and
had made larger capital accumulations betwe en 1940 and 1951 than either
group in ea stern South Dakota .

The clieJ:?-t group in each area in 1951

had a larger net worth and had made larger capital accumulations betueen
1940 and 1951 than the control group .
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Favorable prices for farm produce and favorable weather conditions
for crop production durine the period under study very likely accounts
for much of the financial progress of both groups but does not neces
sarily account for the greater financial progress of the client eroup &
Obj ections to the Farm Ownership loan program often center around
what are considered its 11limiting features"�-limitations upon the size
of farm which the borrower may purchase, restrictions upon renting or
purchasing additional acreages, and required diversification of farm
enterprises.

It is believed by those voicing these objections that

these ttlimiting features" hinder the financial progress of borrowers.
The data on net worth contained in this section does not appear to
support the contention that the financial progress of the clients
surveyed was reta�ded by th e program ' s so-called "limiting features. 11
The capital accumulations of both pai:t and full owners in the two
groups are roU3hly proportional to the length of farm ounership e Had
these "limiting features" seriously retarded the financial progress of
th e client group, their capital accumulations in contrast with those in
the control group probably would not have been proportional to th e
length of farm ownership .

This does not prove that the financial

progress of the client group was not retarded prior to the time at
which the loan was repaid; but if it was retarded prior to loan repay
m ent, they have since compensated for the retardation o

However, if

the client group was retarded by these "limiting features", the effect
upon their capital accumulations appears to have been more than counter
balanced by partially overcoming the effects of capital rationinc by
means of farm-ownership loans, and thereby, gainiDG ownership control
of a greater amount of capital resources ( land ) in 1940 than th e amount
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they would have had under other conditions o The effects of capital ra
tioning upon financial progres s in the control group are represented,
in part, by the 2 . 5 year delay in achieving farm ownership , ownership
control of a smaller amount of land res ources when ownership was attained,
and a correspondingly smaller accumulation of capital between 1940 and
1951.

Sinc e the two groups made financial progres s proportional to the

length of farm ownership , it appears that the financial retardation of
clients resultinG from these "limiting features" is less serious or
smaller in extent than the financial retardation of control gToup mem
bers resulting from capital rationing.

It s e ems rea sonable to conclude

that the Farm Ownership loan program, though it may have retarded the
financial progress of clients through its "limiting features '' to some
indeterminate deg�ee, enables farmers to at least partially overcome
the effects of capital rationing , and ther..eby, to make greater finan
cial progress than they otherwis e would.
B,

FARM INCOME

Income-expense data obtained from respondents crune from two sources :
(a) farm
Income

records, or (b) the farmer ' s copy of his income tax return $

tax

returns

were used as the source for 1951 farm income-expense

data for both group s o Farm records yielded 1940 income-expense data
for 26 out of 30 client cas es. Very few members of the control group
had any record of their 1940 income and expe nse.

Therefore, a compar

ison of the two groups relative to changes in income between 1940 and
1951 was not poss ible .

The alternative wa to compare the two groups

upon the basis o f 1951 total farm income and income per acre .
The s ources of income and pattern of

e nditure for both groups as
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groups , or by tenure cla sse s and ge ographic areas, wer e reasonably similar , but

the amounts varied somewhat .

The c omponent eleme nt s of income

and expe nse for the farm firm are given in appropriate operating state
ment s in Appe ndix C .

1951

The client group a s a whole averaged �)691 more t otal income in
than the control group (Table 33 ) .

Client group income per acr e wa s

slightly le s s , (�15 . 74 in contra st with �)16 . 18 , but their farms averat;;ed
59 acre s larger ; and therefore , their total income ua s greater by

the

above amount .

The two groups classified by 1951 tenure classes r eveals that part
owners in both groups averaged about �.� 3 , 000 more income in

1951 than

full owners ( about <.P ll, 000 in co ntra st uith about �)8 , 000 ) ; and of all
tenure cla sse s , full te nants had the lea st i ncome ., or about ')5 , 000 .
Full ouners in the client group averaged '.:)640 more income than
control group full owner s on farms which averaeed 17 acres larger and
the income per acre

wa s �? , 75 creater than in the control group .

Part

owners in the client group averaged 0 232 more income on farms 124 acre s
larger than c ontrol group farms, but their i ncome per acre ua s about

In c e ntral South Dakota, the client group averaeed �:;192 le ss gro ss
income and �( 1 . 50 le s s income per acre than the control troup on farms
which averaged 79 acr e s larger than the c o ntrol group farms

(Table

34) .

The client group in ea stern South Dak.oto. obtained �:, 1, 519 more i n gro ss
income on farms which averaged .38 acre s lar r,·er than control group farms
and income per a.ere in the client group wa s nearly ') 2 . 00 greater than
in the contr ol group .
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TABLE 33 0 AVERAGE TOTAL FAR1 INCOME Af\J"D INCOME
PER ACRE , CLIENT A1'ID CONTROL GROUPS , 1951

1951

Tenure

Status

Client Group

·

Control Group

Dif!erence

Full Tenant s
Number o f Case s

5

0

Size of Farm

312

Gro s s Farm Income

�)4, 685
��15 . 0 2

Income per Acre
� Owner s
Number of Case s

Size of Farm
Gross Farm Income
Income per Acre .

Ela.ll

12

15

816

692

124

�) 11, 255

) 11 , 023

�)232

t') l5 o 93

,'.) 13 0 79

-�)2. 14

owner s

Number of Case s
Size of Farm
Gros s Farm Income
I nc ome per Acre

17

10

468

451

17

,::;S, 355

)7 j 71 5

)640

�;17 . 10

- ')17 & 85

:.) & 75

.All ,Classes
Number of Case s
Siz e of Farm
Gro s s Farm Income
Inc ome per Acre

----------- --

29

JO

607

548

59

)9 , 555

�>8, 864

()691

·:'., 16 . 18

)15.. 74

-.

-·',i>' . 44
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TABLE 34. AVERAGE TOTAL FARM INCONE A1'J1) INCOME

--

PER ACE£, CLIENT AID CONTROL GROUPS, 1951

Geographic
A!:�i

Client . HGr,oqp

Eastern South Dakota
Number of Cases
Size of Farm
Gross Farm Income
Income per Acre

Control Qroyp

14

15

369

331

(�8� 736

)7 , 217

(::> 23 . 67

�)21 . go

-

Difference

38
t

-..il, 519

�? 1 . 87

Central S2_uth Dakota
Number of Cases
Size of Farm
Gross Farm Income
Income per Acre

15

15

845

766

79

�;;10, 319

�)10, 511

-(�192

(; 12. 21

') 13 o 72

-�? 1 � 5 1

Combined Areas
Number or Cases
Size or Farm
Gross Farm Income
Income per Acre

29

30

607

548

59

�:, 9, 555

)S, 864

'.;)691

1) 15 e 74

(,16 ., 18

.-<1 044

tTumerous chance factors may account for some of the income varia
tions between the tuo groups considered as groups or by geocraphic areas
and tenure classes, but the size of farm and the proportion of farm
acreage that is owned appear to be important causes for income variations "
The client group had larger farms and owned� a larger proportion of the
land they operated than the control group o
that some of the smaller gross income in t

It seems reasonable to suppose
control group could be as-
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sociat ed with a smaller scale of farming and a larger proportion of
lea sed acreages .

This would se em to be particularly true for full

tenants in the control group who had. the lowest income , the smalle st
farms , and lea sed all the land they operated .

It would also seem to

explain much of the income difference betwee n client and control groups
in eastern South Dakota uhere the control group lea sed about 51 percent

of the land operated. Although a higher level of managerial ability may
also be partially responsible , the larger income of part owners in both
groups in contra st with full owners appears to be mainly a function of

a larger scale of farm operations by lea sing additional acreages since
both full and part owners owned about the same amount of land .
The i ncome c o ntrast between the two geographic area s i s a reflection
of differe nces in agriculture in the two area s .

Ce ntral South Dakota ,

a. relatively high-risk area , is characte ized by extensiveness in scale
or farm operations , where gross returns per acre are usually smaller ;

but with larger acreages , the total income on the average farm unit may
be more or les s depe nding, to a large extent , upon weather conditions .
Eastern South Dakota, in contrast, i s characterized by a more intensive
typ e of agricultural e nterprise in which gro ss r eturns per acre are
larger ; but with smaller acreages, the total income on the average farm
unit , while oft e n le s s than in central South Dakota, is le ss variable

because w eather co ndit ions are more stable ; and therefore, there is more
stability in farm production.

In 1951, b th groups in central South

Dakota had a larger total income (')l, 600 i n the client a nd ��3, 300 in the
contro l group ) than e ither group in ea stern South Dakota .

Income per

acre wa s smaller ( 52 and 63 perc ent a s large in client and control groups
re spectiv e ly) on f arms 2. 3 times larger in both gToups .

C.
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FAH'-I !NOONE AND OPERATING EXPENSE ADJUSTED
TO 1940 PRICE LEVFLS

The financial progress of both groups occurred in a period of
prosperity.

The question may be raised:

What financial progress

would there have been under near-depressio n conditions and would farm
ownership clients have been able to meet scheduled loan payments?

In

an attempt to answer this question, farm income and operating expenses
for both groups in 1951 were adjusted to 1940 price levels by means of
indexes of prices received and paid computed from a 1910-1914 base
period

.l8/

(Tables 35 and 36 ) o

Adj usted net farm income ., in most instances ., was only about one
half or two-thirds the actual amount reported in 1940 by the client
group.

Adj usted net farm income ranged from about �:) 1, 100 for the client

group in eastern · South Dakota to about $300 for full tenants in the
control group. It appears that members of both groups, particularly
the control group as a whole and full tenants in that group, would have
difficulty in meeting family living expenses alone if price levels were
to fall to the 1940 level.

In addition, they would find it almost impos-

sible to meet scheduled interest and mortgage payments if they had such
payments to make and capital accumulations would be meager � Family
living expenses and scheduled interest and mortgage payments could be
paid _under these conditions o nly by more effective control o f costs .
Farm operating costs increased relatively more than income between

.W The specific price indexes used uere: (1) the index of prices
received by South Dakota farmers for all �ommodities in 1951 (339) and in
1940 ( 101) as reported by the South Dakota Crop and Livestock Reporting
Service ; and ( 2) the index of prices paid by United States farmers for
all production commodities in 1951 ( 273 ) and in 1940 (123 ) as reported by
the United States Department of Agriculture in Agricultural Statist ics .

TABLE .35 . AVERAGE FARM INCOME ADJUSTED FOR PRICE LEVELS
BY TENURE CLASSES, C L!filJ� AfID COHTROL GROUPS, 1940 and 1951
1951
Tenure
Status
E.!!!1

19�0

Unadjusted

Cli_ent Grou!!
19.21

Unadjusted

.

Control Group
19jl

.I!.

Adjusted to
1940 Price
Levels

Unadjusted

Adjusted to
1940 Price
Levels

Tenant s

Gross Farm Income

Farm Operating Expense

Farm Operating EKpense
Net Farm Income

Full Ouners

C>l , 396

2, 248

298

2 ,437

Net Farm I_ncome

Gross Farm Income

�4, 685

f; 2, 475

95 1

1, 524

.; n, 255

l'

5 , 163

6,092

��.3 , 3 53

2, 326

11, 0 23

2, 520

1,027

5,430

76 5

2, 299

2, 193

8, J5 5

2, 490

7, 715

Net Farm Income

1, 259

4, 663

827

3 , 907

934

3 , 692

J , 285

5 , 5 93

Gross Farm Income

Farm Operating Expense

1, 098

1,663

3 , 808

1, 716

583

TABLE 36 . AVERAGE FARN INCOME ADJUSTED FOR PRICE LEVELS
_BY GIDGRAPHIC AREAS, CLIEl'IT AlID COt-ITROL GROUPS, 19ft) and 1951
Geographic
krea

J:240
Unadjusted

Client Grou2

Control Grou12

12�1

Unadjusted

1221

Adjusted to
1940 Price
Levels

Unadjusted

Adjusted to
1940 Price
Levels

Eastern South :Q_akota

Gros s Farm Income
Farm Operating Expense
Net Farm Income

:::;2, 194

/,'.; 8, 736

(',;2 ., 603

�.,7 , 21?

�l2 , 150

791

3 , 284

1, 400

3, 53 2

1, 592

1, 123

J, 685

55 8

3 , 074

10, 5ll

3, 132

2, 365

5 , 412

2,438

l, 4D3

5 , 452

Central South Dakota
Gross Farm Income

2, 448

Farm Operating Expense

1,144

5, 250

1-ret Farm Income

1, 304

5,069

709

5,099

694

2, 301

9 ., 555

2, 847

8, 864

2, 641

940

4 ., 301

1 , 937

4 , 47 2

2,015

1, 361

5 , 254

910

10, 319

Combined .Areas
Gross Farm Income
Farm Operating Expense
t�et Farm Income

4, 392

626
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1940 and 1 951 for both groups as a whole and for all tenure and geograph
ic classifications .

This seems to indicate a failure to control co sts

because , in 1951, and for all years during this period except 1 940 when
the parity ratio was 90 percent, the price-cost ratio uas favorable to
farmers ; that is, the inde::: of prices received exceeded that of prices

paid .

Therefore , farm income should have increa sed more than operat i ng

expense s ; and it presumably would have , had costs been effectively

controlled .

The client group in all classifications had a larger net return on

an adjusted basis than the control gro up a

This seems to indicate that

the client group had maintained better control of costs during the period
of 1940 to 1951 ; that is , their scale adjustments and re source utiliza

tion appear to have bee n better adapted to a rising cost structure than
in the control group.

CHAPTER VI
� OF LIVHJ.G ,
C01 Il?ARf\TIVE �S .llI IJ1'\7
FAMILY
COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION

�m, am

The purpose of this chapter is to determine the comparative progress

which the client and control groups have made between 1940 and 1951 in

terms of increased (1) levels of livit)f;, ( 2) amounts and items of family

protection (insurance ) , and (3 ) extent of community participation.
A.

LEVELS OF LIVING

Many criteria. may be used for measuring levels of living ,,

The crite

rion employed here will be the number of items of farm and home conven
ience possessed by the farm family .

It is recognized that, to a large degree , this criterion measures

a material level of livill{;, ; a nd as such, it is not necessarily a reliable

indicator of the non-material--the mental, moral, spiritual, and social-

levels of living.

However s !'arm and home conveniences which relieve

drudgery and time consumption in farm activity will tend to produce
leisure time for farmers which they may employ in pursuing the non

material things in life o

Convenience goods were employed as level of living indicators

because their use tends to vary with changes in income.

They, there

fore ., reflect both the physical and economic conditions under which

people live and work in addition to their time-saving attribute &

Ordinary consumption goods of the sort which are commonly classed as
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basic commodities ; such a s, food and clothing, would not serve
the purpose at hand nearly as well . These basic commodities are essen
tial· to the function of living ; and therefore, the propensity to consume
them does not vary greatly with changes in income nor is the consumption
of them nec essarily productive of leisure time .
It i s interesting to note the contra st between 1940 and 1951 in the
number of c onveniences used on the farm.

Both groups more than doubled

the number of items used (Table 37) . The increa sed use made of each item
on the list can be discovered by a detailed examination

or this table .

Farm living conditions, as here indicated, have improved greatly in the
past decade . Much of this improvement ha s been made possible by the
Rural Electrification proBTam, but much of it also came about because of
the economic prosperity which prevailed during this decade .
The client group, in 1940, had a level of living just a little below
that of the control group--a level of living index

W

of 6 .1 in compar

ison with 7 .O. By 1951, the client group had achieved a level of living

slightly superior to that of the control gToup--an index of 16 .9 to 15 .0 .

Even though the difference s in level of living between the two groups

at each point in time are not c;reat, the average number of convenience
it ems each group added to their level of living between 1940 and 1951

differe d considerably. The client group added an average of 10. s items
ot convenience while the control group added an average of 8.0 itjms .

It appear s that the clie nt group made progres s considerably greater than
that of the control group in reaching their respective levels of living .
The level of living index by tenure classe s indicates that part

l9./ The level of living index is the simple average of the number
ot conv enience items used on the farm.
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TABLE 37. FA.RN AND HOi-lE C0}1VEHIElTCES
AND THE t!UMBER OF CASES REPORTING USE OF EACH ITEi1I
CLIE1?.r AND CONTROL GROUPS, 1940 and 1951

- lt �Jn
1.
. 2.

3.

. 4.

5.

60
7.

s.

9.
10.
11.
120
13 .

14.

15 .
16.
17.
18 0
19 .
20 .
21.

--- 1940
CJjeJlt Cltau;g
Co.nt.i:oJ Gl:cnp
194p
1951
1951

Electricity in House
Electricity in Out Buildings
Running Water in House
Kitchen Sink with Drain
Hot Water in House
Standard Three-Piece· Bathroom
Electric or Gas Cook Stove
Electric Sewing Machine
Electric Hasher
Electric Iron
Electric Refrigerator
Deep Freezer
Use of Commercial Locker
Central Heating
Telephone
Radio in House
Car less than 3 years old
Tractor less than 3 years old
Ueekly Newspaper
Daily Newspaper
Farm Magazine

Total Number of Convenience Items
Number of Cases
Average Number of Convenience
Items per Case
1940 to 1951 Increase

5
4
6

.30
28

4
4
4

20

6

0

3
2
2

0

9
7
14
26
5
6
2.3 "'

24
29

24
26

22
29
6
28
30
29
14
19
20
22

27
26
18
25
18
18
26

6

3

9

10
4

2

6

0

25

3
2
2

27

26

0

9
20

12
4
16
28
11
13
26

30

30

30

30

30

30

25
21
27
28

13
25

17
11

30

24

25

18.3

508

211
30

4 50

6.1

16 . 9
10 . 8

7. 0

15 . 0
8.0

30

30

owners in both groups at both points in time had a level of living some
what �pe rior to that of either full tenants or full owners; and of all
tenure classes, full tenants had the lowest level of living ( Table 38) .
The index for each tenure class in bpth groups in 1951 was 2 a 0 to 2a 9
times greater than it was in 1940 with the client group showing the
greater absolute and proportional increases�
Differences in levels of livinr; between tenure classes and between
the two groups, as well, appear to be closely assocfated with their rel-

TABLE JS. LEVEL OF LIVING HIDEX BY TENURE CLASSES,
CLIEJJT AlID COUI'ROL GROUPS, 1940 and 1951

1951
Tenure

Status

number

o:f Ca se s

Full Tenants

0

Part Owners

12

Full Ot.mers

18

All Tenure Classes

30

Client Group

1940

1951

1940

to 1951

Increa se

..
...

Number
of Cases

_______

....._

1940
to 1951

1940

1951

5

5 .4

lO o l

15

4. 7

7.4

16 .7

7. 3

9.J

14 . 8

7 ., 5

7 .0

15 o 0

8 .0

--

--

7 .0

18 .0

11. 0

5. 6

16 .. 2

10 . 6

10

6.1

16 . 9

10 0 8

30

--

Control Group

I ncrea se

TABLE 39 .. LEVEL OF LIVING ItIDEX BY GEOGRAPHIC AREAS,
CLIE1'J"T AND CONTROL GROUPS, 1940 and 1951

Client GJ:01m

Number
of Cases

1940

1951

to 1951
Increase

1940

Number
of Cases

Eastern South Dakota

15

4o9

15 o 7

. 10 . 8

15

Central South Dakota

15

7�3

18 . 1

Geographic
Area

Combined Areas

30

6 .1

16.9

10 . 8

10 . 8

15
30

Control Groun
1940

1951

5 .. 2

13 . 2

7 .0

15 .0

8 .9

16 0 8

1940
to 1951
Increa_se
8 .0

7 .9

8.0

'°

w

ative income and net worth ( Chapter V) o
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The level of living index tends

to be louer uhen income and net worth are small, and higher when income

and net worth are larger .

Both groups in central South Dakota had hicher levels of living at

both points in time than those in eastern South Dakota (Table 39) , but

the client group in both areas showed the greater abs olute and proportional

gain in level of living between 1940 and 1951 c

Differences in levels of living between eastern and central South

Dakota appear to be explainable partially· upon bases other than income
and net worth.

Higher levels of living in central South Dakota are

partly accounted for by three factors:

( a) a supply of artesian water on

many farms in this area facilitated the earlier use of many home conven
iences , ( b ) the extensiven�ss of farming in that area promoted earlier

mechanization of farm operations , and ( c ) both of the preceding factors
stem partially from the "wheat prosperity" that prevailed in this area

during the 1920 r s .

B . FAMILY PROTECTION

life o

Farming at the present time has become more than simply a way of

It has become a business, and as a business it probably should

follow what is considered t�. be good busines s practice in reducing risk

by means of various forms of i nsurance.

This raises the question:

Has

the farmer, as a businessman, kept pace with good business practice in
reducing his risk by means of insurance?

Or

more pertinent to this

analysis ., what effect has achieving farm ownership had upon the risk

reduction practice of farmers in the client and control groups and how

do the two groups compare in this respect?
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The two groups are very nearly on par with each other in the average
amount of life insurance carried in 1940 and 1951 , and both groups had ,
by 1951, slightly more than doubled the amount of life insurance carried-
in round fi{;1.ll'es, ��l, 500 in 1940 and <)J , 500 in 1951 { Table 40 ) .
Part owner s i n both groups increa sed the average amount of life insur
anc e carried betwee n 1940 and 1951 more than any other tenure class--an
i ncrease of about (:; 2, 500 in contra st with (� 1, 600 for full owner s and (�SOO
for full te nant s .

Full and part owners i n the client group registered

slightly larger increase s in t he amount of life insurance carried than
these t e nure cla sses in the c o ntrol group .
In 1951, cli e nt group part owner s carried the large st average amount
of life i nsuranc e , about e4 g 700, or about (�1 , 000 more than control group
part owners, and <:� l, 800 mQre than full owners in the cli e nt group.

Full

and part owner s in the contro l group in 1951 carried about the same
average amount of life insurance .

Full tenants in 1951 carried one-half

or less the amount carried by any other tenure c la ss in either group .
Both groups in c e ntral South Dakota carried larger amount s of life
insurance in 195 1 than in ea stern South Dakota (Table 41) .

The client

gr oup i n central South Dakota not o nly carried a larger average amount
of life insura nc e , ')4, 200 , but regi st ered a larger incr�a se, (?3 , 000 ,
betwee n 1940 and 1951 than e ither group in e ither area .

In eastern

South Dakota , the client gr oup increased the amount of l ife insuranc e
carried b y �) 1 , 200 while the control group made an )1, 800 increa se but
1

both groups carried the same amount , <) 3 , l O , of life insurance in 1951 .
The c o ntrol group in both ar eas made ident ical i ncrea s e s , (,1, 800, between
1940 and 1951 .

TABLE /.J) o AVERAGE AMOUNT OF LIFE INSlJRLU.7CE CARRIED
. BY TEllliRE CLASSES, CLIEl:T AfID cm:TROL GROUPS, 1940 and 1951
1951
Tenure
Status
Full Tenant s
Part Owners

Full Owners

All Tenure Cla s se s

Number
of Cases

Cli�nt Gi:ou12

1940

1951

0

--

--

12

,::: 2,000

.:?4, 700

18
30

1 , 300

1, 6oo

2 , 900

3 ,600

.
.
.

1940
Humber
to 1951
of Cases
Increase � �L � -

--

-

--- �- �
-

5

')2, 700

15

1 ., 600

10

2, 000

30

Control Grou:12
---

19Af)

1951

$ 700 �:..� l ' 500

1940
to 1951

Increase
tj 800

1, 300

3 , 700

2 , 400

1, 500

3 , 30 0

1 , 800

2 , 200

3 , 800

1, 600

TABLE 41 . LVERAGE l'.HOill'1'I' OF LIFE IESURANCE CARRIED
BY GEOGRAPHIC AREAS, CLIENT AI-ID CONTROL GROUPS, 1940 and 1951
Geographic
Area

Eastern South Dakota

Central South Dakota
Combined Areas

Number
of Cases
15

15
30

Q.lient Grou32
1940

1951

$1,900

::�J , 100

1 , 200

1, 600

4, 200

J , 600

1940
to 1951
Increase
�;l, 200

3 , 000
2,000

.:
.
.

Number
of Cases
15

15

30

Control Gro!m
1940

1951

;'il
.. ' 300 :., 3 J l00
1, 800

1, 500

3 , 6oo

3 , 300

1940

to 1951
Increase

:::; 1, 800
1, 800
1, 800
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The progress of the two groups in terms of increased ca sualty insur-

ance covera�e s between 1940 and 1951 is also very nearly equal (Table 4 2 ) .
Both groups slightly more than doubled the number of casualty insurance
The client

coverage s carried from about 1. 1 in 1940 to 2. 7 in 1951.

group made a slightly 0reater increase in the average number of items

covered--an average increase of 1 . 8 items compared with a 1. 4 item in

crease by the control group .
groups was similar .

The pattern of casualty coverages in both

U
TABLE 42" 'rYPES' OF . CASUALTY INS RANCE ANO THE NUMBER
OF EACH TYPE CARRIED, CLIENT AED C ONTROL GHC;UPS, 1940 and 1951

------....================::-===·
== ........_.______...__Control Gr2up
Cl�nt G:roun
Kind of I nsurance
l.

Health, Accident, or
Ho spitalization

2.

Hort gage Insurance

4,

Fire Insurance

3.
5.

Automobile ·Insurance
Crop Insurance

Total Number of Casualty
Insurance Coverage s
l-7umber of Cases

Average Number of Casualty
Coverages per Case
1940 to 1951 Increase

1940

1251

1940

1951

1

13

3

13

0

0

11

27

l

2

8

27

26

28

3

15

16
5

13

29

30

35

79

30

85

1.0

2. 8

L2

2.6

16

1. 8

30

30

1 .4

The maj or part of the difference b etwee n the two groups in the n'W.llber

of casualty coverag e s arise s from the fact that five members of the control
group were tenant s ; and as tenant s, they uould not carry certain forms of
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casualty insurance such as fire insurance on buildings. When this bias
is removed by cla ssifying the two groups according to tenure classe s ,

the progress of the two groups in this respect is nearly equal in the

Full owners i n both

full and part owner tenure classes (Table 43 ) .

groups added an identical number of casualty coveraees, 1 . 6 items,
between 1940 and 1951 . Client group part owners added a slightly larger
number of casualty coverages than control group part ouners--2. 0 items
in contrast with 1. 7 items . Full tenants in the control group increa sed
the number of casualty coverages by 1/3 or less the number added in

other tenure classes or about one-half a covera0e between 1940 and 195L

TABLE 43 . AVERAGE NID1BER OF CAS UALTY IHSUR1'J·1CE COVERAGES
BY TENURE CLASSES, CLIE1IT AND CO!iTROL GROUPS, 1940. and 1951
1951
Tenure
Status

-

Full Tenants

.

Client· GrouI2

Control G;tou:g
Humber
1940
1940 • Number
to
1951
of
1951
1940 1951 to 1951
1940
of
Increa,sg
Cases
Increase Cases
0

5

1 .4

Part Owners

12

0.8

2.8

2.0

15

1 .0

Full Owners

18

Ll

2.7

1. 6

10

L3

All Classes

30

1. 0

2. 8

1. 8

30

1.2

,4

1.8
2.7

L7

2. 9

1. 6

2. 6

1.4

T�e client group in both eastern and central South Dakota added a
sli�htly larger number of casualty coverages between 1940 and 1951 than
the c ontrol group added in these areas ( Table 44) .

Both groups in central

South Dakota had added as many or more casualty insurance coverage s as
either group in ea stern South Dakota ; and in 1951, both groups carried
an identical number of coverages, 2 . 9 items .

Thi s number of coverages

was larger than for either group in east'"e rri ·south Dakota.
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TABLE 44. AVER.'\.GE NUMBER OF CASUALTY INSURAHCE COVERAGES
BY GEOGRAPHIC AREAS, CLIENT AND CONTROL GROUPS, 1940 and 1951
Geographic
Area
Eastern
South Dakota

Central
South Dakota

Combined Area s

�h.unber

of

Client G.,:ou:12

1940
1940 1951 to 1951

.

Control Group
Number
1946
of
1940 1951 to 1951

Increa s§ : Ca�es

Cases

Incx:ease

15

.9

2.7

1. 8

15

1. 1

2.3

1.2

15

1.1

2.9

1.8

15

l o .3

2.9

1.6

1.8

30

1.0

30

2f) 8

1. 2

2. 6

1.4

Thes e data on life and casualty insurance coverages for the two groups

suggest that the amounts and number of items o f insurance carried tend to

be influenced by tenure status . Achievement of farm ownership appears to
promote increased amounts

and items of ine.µrance coverage .

Location in a

high�risk area, such as central South Dakota, does not seem to have had
any

substantial effect upon the insurance coverage s carried by either

group.

In general, favorable economic conditions are probably responsible

for the wider use of insuranca than would have otherui se prevailed in

either group.

C.

CONMUNITY PARrIC IPATION

Rural Sociologists contend that farm owner ship promotes good cit

izenship and greater participation in community life.

The assumption

on which this hypothesis re sts is that stable tenure uith a more permanent

location should result in ereater intere st _ nd activity in community affairs o
It must be recogniz ed that changed tenure circumsta nces uill not neces sarily

result in or cause all persons experiencing farm ownership to become equally

active in community affairs.
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Certain individuals by endowment , habit, or

training are not as sociable as others and prefer not to be active in

community affairs regardless of t enure .

Also , it must be recognized

that the extent to which an individual can participate in community

affairs is limited to varying degrees by business and occupational demands

upon the time and energies of the individual .

These tuo factors introduce

considerable variation betueen persona as to extent of community participa
tion.

However, in considering tuo groups of individuals , these varia

tions betueen persons in extent of community participation should be

about the same in each group e

Members of both groups were asked to indicate the extent of their

community participation by listing the number of memberships in social

and religious organizations and the number of public offices held in both '
1940 and 1951.

The resulti� list of organizations and public offices

was surprisingly large (Table 45 ) o

Although both groups were almost equally active in community affairs

in 1951, the client group made more progress than the control group in
eA�ending their participation in community life.

I n 1951 , client group

members were participating in an average of 6 . 2 community activities or

about three more than in 1940 .

Control group members, in contrast,

e!lBa�ed in 6 e 4 community activities in 1951 or about two more than in

1940, but they uere more active in comm.unity affairs in 1940 than were

client group members . 2Q/

Full owners in both groups increased the extent of community partic-

21J/ The expressions "active in community affairs " and "community
activity" or "activities " are used here to denote the number of member
ships in social and religious organizat · �s and the number of public
offices held rather than the amount of attendance o

�01

TABLE 45 . :MUMBER OF MENBEP.SHIPS I N COMMUNITY ORGANIZATIONS
AND PUBLIC OFFICES HELD , CLIENT AND CmlTROL GROUPS, 1940 and 1951
Organization
Farm Organizations
Farmers Union

Farm Bureau

Grange
Farm Cooperatives
Cream
Oil
Grain
Lumber
Other
Farm Improvement Associations
Crop
Swine
Wheat
Cattle
Soil Conservation
Community Organizations
Extension Club
Community Club
Royal Neighbors
Parent-Teachers
Fraternal and Patriotic Organizations
Fraternal
Veteran
Veteran Auxiliary
Religious Organizations
Church
Sunday School
La.dies Aid
Brotherhood
Public Offices
Assessor
Town Board
School Board
County Commissioner
A.AA Committee
FHA Committee
Extension Board
Draft Board
Precinct Chairman
Total
Avera(,'e

1940 to 1951 I ncrease

. CJa;ient �ro,112
1951
1940

9

0

1
5

6

9

0
0

1

0

1
0

Control �ou:12
1951
1940

17
4

8
l
0

13
5

14
11

8

13

7

14

0

21
l

4
3

0
2

6
0

0

13
2

1

9

l

2

0

3
3
4
7

0
0
0

1

0

4
.3

2
.3

5
4

4
1

4

1

5

0

2

0

3

4

.3
1
0

6
l
l

7

9
5

25

28
12
7

28
14
12

0

0

11

8

2

10
5
0

1
3

9

0

1

0

0
0
1
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3, 3

2

11

l
1
l

l

1

1

186
6. 2

2o 9

6

l

2

5

0

4

1

29

11

11
2
l

7

11
0

5

0

0

0

0
l

127

191

0
0

4. 2

1

6. 4

20 2
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ipa.tio_n by about two activities, but control group full owners were more
active i n community affairs at both points in time by about one activity
(Table 46) •

Part owners in both groups uere equally active in community

affairs in 1951, but client group part owners increased the number of
activities in which they participated by about four activities or twice
the increase in the control group �

Full tenants registered a smaller

increase in community activities, an increase of about one activity, and

they participated in a smaller number, 4 • .4, of community affairs in 1951
than any other tenure class in either group .

There does not appear to be any consistent relationship between full
and part owner tenure classes, per se, in either group as to the extent
of community participation in either 1940 or 1951, but full owners in both
groups tended to be. more active in community affairs than part owners .
However, both full and part owners were more active in community affairs
in 1951 and had increased the extent of community activity between 1940
and 1951 more than full tenants .
In both eastern and central South Dakota the client group increased

the number of community activities in which they participated between 1940
and 1951 more than the control group in these areas (Table 47 ) a

The

control group in central South Dakota was the most active in community
affairs at both points in time.a

In eastern South Dakota both groups were

about equally active in community affairs in 1940 ; but by 1951 the client
group participated in 6 . 7 community activities, or an average of one
activity more than the control group in this area$

There does not appear

to be any consistent relationship bet,,een geographic areas as to the extent
of community activity in either 1940 or 1951, but both groups in central
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TABLE 46. AVERAGE NUHBER OF ORGANIZATIONAL HEMBERSHIPS
BY TENURE CLASSES ., CtIENr Al'iD CONTROL GROUPS, 1940 and ·1951

-Cli��UE

1951
Tenure
Class

Numt er

of

Full Tenant
Part Owner

Full Owner

Qaa�
12

All Classe s

·-----..

1940

1940 1951 to 1951

Increase

2. 1

18

4. 1

30

3.3

604

6.1

6. 2

4. 3

.

Control Group
Number
1w;o
of
1940 1951 to 1951
Increase
Cases
5

J. 2

15

4o 2

2.0

10

2o 9

30

4. 8

4,, 2

4.4

1. 2

7.1

2. 3

6. 5

2 ., 3
2. 2

6c4

TABLE 47 . AVERAGE NUNBER OF ORGANIZATIONAL MENBERSHIPS
BY GEOGRAPHIC AREAS , CLIENT AND CONTROL GROUPS, 1940 and 1951
Geographic
Area

CJJPcnt Grou12
1940
Imnber
of .
1940 1951 to 1951
J,ncrease
Ca ses

Eastern
South Dakota 15

Central
South Dakota 15

Combined Areas 30

--

faunber

Co ntrQ 1 Grou12

of

1940

CaRes

1940
19 51 to 1951

Increase

4. 1

6.6

2. 5

15

3.9

5 .7

1.8

2. 5

5. 8

3. 3

15

4. 5

7.0

2. 5

J.3

6 ,, 2

2. 9

30

4. 2

6 ,4

2. 2

South Dakota increased the number of community activitie s more than their

counterparts in eastern South Dakota e
It

appears- from '.these data that farm ownership in contrast with

farm tenancy does have an influence upon the extent of community partic
ipation.

Apparently stability in tenure results in a greater intere st

and participation in community life.

Hot,rever , much of the increase in

community activity in any instance may be largely a function of a greate r

amount of leisure time "

Noreover , this method of measurement doe s not in

dicate anything about the quality of participation in community affairs.

CHAPTER VII

v� NON-CLIEM.tS

REACTIO.NS A!ID � Qf. CLIENrS ..

An eval�ation of any social or economic program dealing specifically

and directly with people should examine client reactions to the program

for indications of its success or failure in dealing effectively with the
individual .

Accordingly, i n this chapter a n appraisal o f both cli ent and

non-client reactions to the Farm Ownership program is attempted with this

purpose in view o

A . REACTIONS TO THE PROGRAJI

Hha.t suggestions

Reactions were solicited by means of the question :

would you make for improving the Farm Ownership program?

The purpose in

aski. ng a generalized question of this order uas to elicit responses which

were as unbiased a s possible.

Generalized �uestions were also directed

toward various aspects of the program and were supplemented by asking

respondents for their criticisms of the -program.

The obj ective in this

form of an interview uas to obtain responses over as wide a range of
it ems a.s possible.

Qualitative rather than quantitative responses were

sought in the interview.

Each individual in both groups uas allowed to make as many responses

a s he wished or none ut all, if he were thus inclined .

The responses any

individual made were e ntered into the schedule by the enumerator, as

nearly as possible , in the exact words of the respondent o

The respondent

was then n.sked to approve the wording and meanine of these re sponse
entries as being consistent with his ideas.
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CU.ent and non-client responses were categorized into three groups :
( 1 ) responses made by both clients and non-client s, ( 2) response s made
· by client s only, responses which non-client s could not reasonably be
expected to make , and (3 ) responses made only by non-clients.

Two in

dividuals in the client group and four in the non-client group chose not
to respond in any respect (Table 48) �
TABLE 480 REACTIONS TO. THE FAEM OWMEBSHIP LOAN PROGRAM
. AND FREQUE1TQY OF RESPONSE 1 CLIENT AND CONTROL GROUPS
Reaction to the Farm
.Qli'nership Loan Progra,m

Fregunncv or Re.m2onae
Group
Control Grouo

Clie nt

2

4

12

. 16

14

2

3 . Hore supervision should be used
where necessary

3

1

4.

The program helped the country

l

3

5 e Loans should be made according to
land price levels

2

1

6. Current farm prices are too high for
thi s type of loan program

2

2

?. Limitations on size of farm are
obj ectionable

3

2

37

27

Ihlmber of Non-Re spondents

1. The program provided an opportunity
for tenants to become owners
2 .,

Th e

program worked satisfactor.ily

Total

Nearly one-half the members of both groups expressed the idea that
the Farm Owner ship program provided tenant s with an opportunity to achieve
farm ownership .,

In the opinion of about one-half the client group and

several members of the control group, the procram worked satis!aotorily,
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and several members in both groups thought the program had helped the
country .

However , sevePal member s of both group s thou�·ht that more

supervi sion should be used where nec e s sary, and that limitations upon
the size of farm purcha sed under the program uer e obj actionable .
There ua s a c o nflict of opinion in both broups regardinr; loan size
and le nding at the present time .

Several member s of both groups uere of

the opinion that current pric e s on farm real e state are too high fo r
thi s type of loan program uhile several member s in both groups were of
the opinion that farm-ouner ship loans should b e made according to land
price level s .
Reactions which only client s could make touard t h e proiram were more
or le s s spec ific a nd reveal some int er e sting differenc e s of opinion (Ta
ble

49) .

Eight clients expresse d the opinion that they thoucht the su

pervision of client s was a dequate, ·f ive client s st�ted that supervisor s
did not i nterfere with farm operations , one cli e nt sucge st e d that the
amount of supervision depe nded upon the farmer , and three clients com
mented that some supervisors can supervi se while other s can not .

One

client uas very v ehement i n statin[£ tha�t he thought that supervisor s were
too pers o na l and that they a s sumed too much re sponsibility ; and that they
should therefore be changed ruore often.
Nearly one-third of the client s admitted that record keeping was all
richt ; a nd althoue;h they did not continue keepi ng rec ords, they thought
they probably should keep records .

One client said that keeping records

ua s not trouble some , but another thou(;'ht record keeping and budcet ing were
obj ectio mble .
The thoue;ht that the progrt!m ha s been limited to too feu people wa s
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TABLE 49 .

REACTIONS AND FREQUENCY OF RESPONSE OF CLIENTS

TO THE FAff,11 OWNERSHIP LOAN PROGRAM

Reacti. on to the Farm
Ownership Loan Program

Frequency

1.

Change supervisor s more often

2.

Supervisor s uere too per sonal

3.

Supervisors a s sumed too

much

or Response

re sponsibility

l

1
1

4.

Some supervi sor s can supervise and other s can not

3

5.

Amount of supervision depe nded upon the farmer

1

60

Supervisor s did not interfere with farm operations

5

7 ..

Supervi sion wa s adequate

8

8.

Record keeping ua s no trouble

1

9.

Record keeping and budgeting uas obj ectionable

l

10.

Building plans

11 .

Variable payment plan worked very well

1

12.

Too much red tape

5

13 .

Keeping records wa s all right . Although I did not continue
keeping records , I probably should

9

14.

I did not get the farm I wanted

l

15 .

The Insurance Company for property insuranc e wa s compulsory

1

16 .

11ore cattle and diver sification should be r equired

1

17 .

Time lapse betueen application and approval ua s too long

l

18 .,

Borrouer s �hould be allowed to operate more land

l

19 .

The program ha s been limited to too feu people

2

20 .

I was too old whe n I came on the pro(;ram

1

21 .

Annual meeti!1[£ S and the idea s pre sented at them - -,ere good

1

22 .

I wa s not allowed to pay up a s soon a s I wi shed

l

Total

were

�posed without regard t o my wishe s

2

49

-·
..........

..,_
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expre s sed by tuo client s .
h e came o n the. program .

O ne client declared that he was too old whe n
Several comment s about the program, each made

by a single client , were :

"the variable payment plan worked very well , n

"the a nnual meeti ngs and the idea s pre sented at them were a good thing , 1 1
"more cattle and diver sification should be required, 11 and

11 borrower s

should be allowed to operate more la nd . 11
Host of the complaint s about the program \Tere made by a single in
dividual in each instance .

These complaint s were :

" The time lapse

b etwee n application and approval for a loan was t o o long ; " "I did not
get the farm I wanted; " " I was not allowed to pay up ·a s soon as I wanted
to ; " "building plans wer·e imposed without regard to my wishe s ; " and "the
insurance company for property insurance was compulsory . n

Five client s

complaine d of too much "red tape . 11
Eleven non-client s profe s se d not to know much about the Farm Owner
ship program , but tho se memher s of the control group who commented o n the

p rogram made some int eresting ob servations about the program (Table 50 ) .
Six non-client s thought the Farm Owner ship loan program acted a s a
monitor o f rate s and terms in agricultural credit .

One non-client thought

that · the Farm O\·�ner ship program is better than the Federal Land Bank for
financ ing farm purcha se s .
One non-client believed that the program requires too much diversifica
t ion .

Another non-client felt that FHA rule s were too hard and fa st ; and

that instead, more use should be made of client j u�ment .

Two non-client s

thought that family background determines · suc c e s s under the program .

Only

one non-client commented about not benefitine by the program, but he said
that he thought it was a fine program .
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TABLE 50 9

REACTIONS AlID FRE(lUENCY OF RESPONSES OF NON-CLIENTS
TO THE FARM OHNERSHIP I.DAN PROGRAM

Reacti�'tothe Farm
.Qi.mer shi11-L oan Protrram

Frequency
of Response

Don ' t know much about it

1.

2.

11

ProcTam monitors agricultural credit rates and terms

6

3. Program requires too much diversification

1

4 . Family background determines success under program

2

5 . Some clients misused the program, but they
did not last long

The poorer the risk, the more acceptable it i s to
the FHA

60

FHA rule s are too hard and fa st •
be made of client j udgment

7.
8.
9.
10.

2

1

More use should

1

The Farm Ownership program is better than the Federal
Land Bank for mking farm purchases

l

I don 't like e;overnment doing so much . Private enterprise should rule except for cooperatives

1

1

Fine program, though I didn ' t benefit from it

27

Total

============================================================------------------The idea that the poorer the risk a farmer is, the more acceptable

he i s under FHA credit programs was suggested by one non-client .

Two

non-client s observed that some client s misuse the program; but they also

had noted that clients who abuse the program did not remain on the program
irnry

long .

One

non-client said :

"I do not like to se e the government

doing so much to aid farmers or other s. " He went on to say:

n:mxcept

for cooperative s , private enterprise should be the rule in our economy . "
It appears from both client and non-client reactions to the Farm

Owner ship program that the program is r easonably effective in dealing with
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individual client s and

i-s , fav.orably accept�d

portunity to achieve farm ounership
ficult

to attain .

by

farmers as an op-

which might be otherwis·e more dif

The maj ority of complaint s about the program were

directed at details of its operation rather than at the program a s a
whole o

B.

PLAHS FOR THE FUTURE

Each respondent in both groups was a sked
ing his plans for the future e

several questions c oncern

These quest ions were de s igned to determine

the re spondent ' s adjustment to farmine:; as an occupation .
T.ABLE 5 1 .

-·

--

FLAPS FOR THE FUTURE ,

Item. .

LIENT AND COHI'ROL GROUPS

. .

Cgntiol Q.:gya_____
: Don 't Know !' Yes , No e Do n ' t Know

Cli�nt Q;co�

Yes ; No

Do you plan:
To c o ntinue farming as
an occupation'?

29

0

1

28

0

2

To remain on the farm
you have purchased for
the re st of your life?

Z7

0

3

24

0

6

To make any lo ng-ranr;e
improvement s on your farm?

27

2

l

28

0

2

To leave your farm to your
heir s by will or other
definit e arrangement?

25

0

26

1

3

-

5
--

Almost all farmers in both groups plan to continue fa.rmine a s an oc
cupation ; 80 to 90 percent plan to r emain on the

farm which they have pur

chased for the reme.inder of their lives ; 80 t o 85 percent have made plans
for leaving their farm t o their heir s by some form of definite transfer
arra ng ement, such as a uill ,; and 90 percent have plans in mind for lonc;
range improvements on the fa rm (Table

51) .

Based upon these data , farmers in both groups could be considered
reasonably and equally well adjusted to farmitl(; a.s an occupation.

CHAPTER VIII
filJMMARY AND CONCLUSION
A.

S'{].:111ARY

Federal assistance has ofte n bee n invoked in efforts to achieve

the goal of family farm ownership in the United States .

The Farm Owner

ship loan program of the Farmers Home Administration represents a direct,

continuing governmental effort to establish a pattern ·for achieving

family farm ownership and· the a ssociated security
symbolize s o

or tenure which it

The rates and terms of credit for farm purchases afforded

qualified borrowers under the Farm Ownership program are, theoretically

at lea st, adapted to the farm income situation and pattern a s it is
altered by changing price and farm production conditions c

The Farm Ownership program has been subj ected to several appraisals

at state and national levels o

None of these appraisals compared clie nt

progre ss with that of non-clients in e valuating the Farm Ownership pro

gram a.s a means for achievina ownership of family-type farms .

Therefore,

it wa s decided that the major obj ective of this thesis would be to

determine the value and effectiveness of the Farm Cwnership loa n program

a s a means for achieving family farm ownership in South Dakota by compar
ing the social a nd economic progress of a representative group of Farm

Ownership program clie nts with that of a representative group of non

clients .

A survey ua s conducted in which soc io-personal data were obtained

along with data on income, net worth, level of living, family protection
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( insura nce) , community participation, fcrm purchase terms , acreages
rented a nd owne d , land use , and farm management practice from a group
of thirty 1940 Farm Ownership program clients and a control group of
JO non-client s who had financio.l circumstanc e s i n 1940 similar to those
of the c lient group ,
The financ ia l comparability o f t he two groups wa s indicated by
similarity of mean and range of 1940 personal property tax values a nd
1940 net worth a s determined by this survey .
The sociological comparability of the two groups was indicated by
the exi stence of only minor differe nc e s between group·s with respect to
age ; t otal size of family and average number of children at home in 1940 ;
nationality background ; church preference ; ntunber of years in school ; �nd
the kinds and amounts of farm experi e nce pri or t o 1940 o
Farm purchase s by members in both groups uere made under rea sombly
comparable te:l'ms except for . the ma j or differe nc e in initial or down pay
ment r equirement s "

All thirty members of the cl ient group purcha sed

farm units in 1940 under the Farm Ownership program without down pay
ment s .
unit ·,,

These units average d 370 acre s at an average cost of (�7, 284 per
Twenty- five control group members purcha sed farms by various al

ter na tive methods of farm purchase financing with an average down payment
of t'.> 2 , 5 93 .

The se unit s averaged 330 acres at a n averag e cost of () 8, 0 89

per unit ,

Five clie nt ca s es had a.n averace principal balance of 1.?3 , 439

in 1951 while eight control case·s �d ��.5, 042 in principal balance ,,

The ·

period of. farni ownership in the Qlient group was 12 years while in the
control group it was 9 o 5 years .
Fifteen of the 30 members i n the clie nt group purchased a n averaee
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of 255 acres of additional land while only six members of the control

group purchased an average of 412 acres . of additional land.

The ad

ditional land purchased ha s been owned for an average of five years in

the client group a nd six years in the control group .

The client group increased the average size of farm units between

1940 and 1951 by lea sing or purchasing an additional 159 acres while

the control group added an average of 55 acres ; and by 1951, they owned

farm units averaging 59 acra s larger than control group farms--607 and
548 acres, respectively.

In 1951, the client group owned 84 percent

and the control group owned 65 percent of the land controlled.

These

c ontrasts between the two groups holds although not to the same degree,

by geographic areas . and tenure classe s .

Part owners in both groups h�d larger farms at both point s i n time

and added a larger number of acres to their farm units between 1940 and
1951 by lea se or purcha se than either full owners or tenant s ; and of

all tenure classe s , full tenants had the smallest farms and had added

the smallest number of acres .

Fart owners in the client group owned a

larger proportion of the land opereted than those in the control group �
Both groups i n central South Dakota ha d larger farms at both points in

t ime but the proportion of acres owned was smaller and the increase in

farm size was greater in the client group but slightly less in the

control group than in eastern South Dakota �

Land use patterns 1 insofar as indicated by the proportion of acres

in grain crops, reveal that the client group as a whole, a nd by tenure

and geographic classifications, had by 1951, made the most progress in

reducing the proportion of acres in grain crops ; and in most classifica
tions, the client group had the smaller proportion of acres in grain
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crops at both point s in time .

Part owner s i n both groups registered

more progress in reduc ing the proportion of a cre s in grain crops than
either full

had a

owners or tenant s .

In central South Dakota both groups

smaller proportion of acres in grain crops

at both

point s

in

time and made a larger reduction in the proportion betwee n 1940 a nd

1951

than in ea stern South Dakota �
Client group members a s a group, and by tenure and geographic clas

s ifications , employed more recomme nded farm practices in 1951 and had
added a larger number of the se practice s between 1940 a nd 1951 than the
control group .

Full . owners in b oth groups at both points

i n time

employed a s many or more of these recommended farm practice s than either
tenant s or part owners ; and although part owners in both groups employed
the smalle st average number of these practice s in 1951, they had ma.de
the larger increa se in the number of practice s employed between 1940 and
19 51 .
Members o f the client group uere able to recall only 19 spec ific
farm practices recommended to them

by FHA

supervisor s o

Acc ording to

clie nt s , supervi sors ma.de le ss than two on-the-farm visit s annuallye
Control group landlords , a s a group, did nearly as well, but two-thirds
of them did not visit the farm more than the uncounted annual busines s
vis it .,

Except for five c lient and two c ontrol group ca se s who kept

comprehe nsive farm records , the only current farm records kept by mem
ber s in e ither group were minimmn i ncome a. nd expense records for income
tax purpose s e
The client group, beginning with a n inferi or ne t worth positi on in
1940 as a. group and in all tenure and geographic cla s sifications except
in ea stern

South

Dakota ,

consistently

made

lareer capital accumulations
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between 1940 and 1951 by tenure c lasses and e;eographic areas to achieve
a net worth position in 1951 superior to that of the control group .
Part owners in b oth groups made larger capital accumu�tions duri�
thi s period and had a net uorth positlon superior to that of either
full owners or full tenant s ; a nd . of all tenure classe s, full tenants
ma.de the smalle st capital accumulations and had the lowest net worth
position s

The capital a ccumulations of part a nd full owners in the

two group s are approximately proportional to the length of farm owner
ship o

Both groups in c e ntral South Dakota had made larger capital

accumulations between 1940 and 1951 and had a net uorth position in
1951 superior to that of e ither Group in eastern South Dakota e
Farm income in the c lient �roup as a group and in all tenure a nd
geographic classifications except in central South Dakota

was larGer

in 1951 than in the control group , but client fe.rins in all instance s
were also larger .

Part owners in both groups had larger 1951 incomes

t han either full owners or tenant s , o..nd full tenants had the lowest
income of all tenure cla s s e s �

Both groups in central South Dakota had

· 1arger inc ome s than either group in ea.stern South Dakota "
Farm income o.nd expense in 1951 for both eroups adjusted to 1940
price levels indicated that farm operating expe nse s had increased rel
atively more than income b etwee n 1940 and 1951 and the c lient group in
all tenure a nd geocraphic cla s sifications had a larGer adjusted net
return than the c ontrol group o
The c lient group, beginning with an inferior level o f livinc in
1940 as a group and in all tenure and eeographic cla s sifications, c o nsist
ently added a larger number of c onvenience items betwee n 1940 and 1951
to achieve a level of living in 1951 superior t o that of the contro l
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group .

Po.rt owner s in both croups in 1951 ha d a higher level of living

and had made a larcrer increase in �evel of living than any other tenure
cla ss , a nd of all tenure c la s ses, full tenant s had the l owe st level of
living at both point s in time and had made the smallest level of living
increa se between 1940 and 1951 .

Member s of both groups in central

South Dakota had higher levels of living at both point s in t:ime than in
eastern South Dakota , but progre s s in raisi na levels of living in both
groups in both area s wa s equaL

The amounts of life insurance carried at both points in time by

both groups were almost ide ntical, a nd both groups had, by 1951, slightly
more tha n doubled the amount of life insurance carried i n 1940 .

No

consi stent relationship betueen the two groups by tepure or geographic
cla ssifications emerg ed· a s t o amount s of life insurance carried at
either point of time or i ncreases in the amount of life insurance .

Part

owner s in both eroups carried larger amounts of life insurance in 1951
and had increa sed the amount carried betwee n 1940 and 1951 more tha n
any other tenure class; a nd of all t enure cla s se s , full terAnts carried
the smalle st amount of life insura nce at both points in time a nd made
t he smallest

increases

in

the

amount

carried. between

1940

etd

1951.

Both

group s in central South Dakota carried �) 500 to (� 1, 000 more life insur
ance in 1951 tha n either group in ea stern Sout h Dakota .

The number of ca sualty insura nc e coverage s carried at either point

in t ime and the increa se s i n the number carried betwee n 1940 a nd 1951 for
both groups a s groups a nd by tenure anfr geographic cla ssifications , except
for full tel".a nts in the c ontrol group, did not vary [;reatly.,

Part a nd

fUll owners i n both croups carried abo G equal numbers of ca sualty cov
erage s in 1951� but part ouners had Ina.de s light ly larger increa s e s in the
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number

of

items

carried; and

of

all tenure classe s , full ter.ants carried

the smalle st number of CJ.sualty insurance c overage s at both point s in
time and hcd made the smalle st increa se in the number of items carried,
Both groups in centro.1 South Dakota carried a slightly larger number
of casualty insurance coverage s at b oth points in time and had increa sed
the number carried between 1940 and 1951 only slightly more than in
ea stern South Dakota .
Both groups were about equally active in community affa irs in 1951,
but the client l;Toup had increa sed the extent of community participa
tion slightly more than the control :roup .

?!o consistent relationship

between the two groups by tenure or geographic cla s sifications emerged
as to the extent of community participatio n at either point in time or
increa se s in the extent of community participation o

Likewise , there wa s

no consi stent relationship between full and part owner tenure classe s
and between geoe;raphic a·reas a s to the

-(

:umber of c ommunity activitie s

in either 1940 or 1951, but part owners in both �roups a nd both group s
in central South Dakota increa sed the extent o f community activity a s
much or more than full owners in both groups and both groups i n el'. stern
South Dakota .

Full tenants _in the c o ntrol group were the lea st active

at both points in time a nd i ncrea sed the extent of community participa
tion less than any other tenure cla ss .
Client s and non-client s alike felt that the program furnished a n
opportunity for fnrm tena nt s t o become farm owners ; that the program
worked well ; that at the pre sent time la nd prices are t oo hiah for this
type of loan program, although some thought the loan amounts should vary
with la nd price levels ; and that limitine the size of farms is obj ection
able .

Supervision of client s wa s judged adequate and non-interfering by
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most clie nt s , but some clie nt s felt that more supervision should be used
where ne c e ssary.

Some clients thought the program involved too much

A fair proportion of client s thought keeping farm rec ords

"red tape . 11

wa s o.11 ricrht , although most

of them did not cont i nue the pract i ce .

Several clients thoµght the program wa s restricted to

too few pe ople .

Several non-clients_ thought the farm-owner ship loan program ben*9 '

efited farmers by monitoring mortgage credit rates and t erms ; that fam
ily

background wa s the determinant of succe s s or failure under the pro• ·
occa sionally client s abused the opportunity afforded

gram; a nd that

them

by the

program �

i lembers of both group s , in almo st equal numbers , had similar plans
for the future .
farming a s an

A large proportion

of both groups planned to cont inue

occupation, t o remain on the farm purcha sed, to leave the

farm to heirs by means of a definite transfer arrangement, a nd to make

long-ra nge improveme nts· on the farm.
B.
1 ,,

CONCLUSIONS

The e c o nom:i . .:: and social c ir cumstanc e s o f both groups t.fere ren

sona.bly similar in 1940, a nd both groups had had similar opportunities
to ach i eve

farm ownership . - Fe.rm ownership could have been achieved

ear lier by member s of both groups , since the opportunity wa s pre sent,
but ec onomic c onfidence wa s lacldng o
20

The 2 o 5 year delay in achieving farm

mrnership for those mem

ber s of the cont ro l BToup who attained this status is a function of down
payment requirements and per sonal dec ision in the fac e of economlc un
c erta inty.

Thi s t ime period wa s significant be cause of generally

price s durinb the period

under study.

rising
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3 .,

Except for doun payment requirements , the terms and conditions

of farm purchase financing were not greatly different for the two groups .
4,

The client group members by means of farm-ownership loans uere

able to at least partially overco�e the effects of capital rationing
and to obtain ownership control over more land resources in 1940 than
the control group and the control of adequate land resources sooner than
they otherwise would. This appears to have been responsible for:
a . A larger number of client gToup members than control
group members achieving a financial position which permitted
them to lease or purchase additional land resources, and there
by, to control larger acreages and to min a larger proportion
of acreages controlled.
b , The larger capital accumulations made by the client
group between 1940 and 1951 and their superior 1951 net worth
position in contra.s t with the control aroup.
c.

The larger 1951 income of the client group in contrast

with the control group.
d

0

The higher level of living and larger increas es in

levels of livine; made by the client (;Toup in contrast with
the control group.
ec

Scale adjustments and res ource utilization in the

client group which were better adapted to a rising cost structure than in the control croupo
f,

The greater progress of the client eroup than the

control group ih reducing the proportion of acres in grain
crops .

Reduction or &Tain crop acreaces can be associated,
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in addition to the factor of relative prices, with the length

of time the farm has been owned and clenr of indebtedness.
5.

Differences in the comparative progress of b oth groups and

their position at either point in time relative to community partic

ipa tio n 1 amounts and numbers of items of family protection do not ap

pear large enough to be significant or to warrant any conclusions

relative to these factors .
6.

The supervision of clients i n this survey did little more than

keep them abrea st with the level of farm practice uhich prevailed in
the community in which they lived� and clients, by virtue of being

selected partially upon their reputation as farmers, might have done

as well without sup8rvision.
7�

Supervision of clients does not appear to have been effective

a s indicated by the infrequency of supervisory on-the-farm visits,

client recollection of · v�ry few supervisor recommended farm practices,
..(

and the discontinua nce of record keeping by most clients after leaving
the program $
8.

The greater economic progress of part owner s in both groups in

contra st with full owners or tenants is largely the result of J.a.raer

scale of farm operations, although a hicrher level of managerial ability

may also be partially re sponsible g

Conversely, the small economic

progress of full temnts i n the control gr oup is the result of a small
sca le of farm operation s i inability to overcome the effects of capital

rationing, a nd pe rhaps lees managerial abilityo
9*

The greater economic progress of both groups in central than

in eastern South Do.kota is the result o a larger scale of fa.rm opera-
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tions c oupled with unusually favorable crop yields and prices in relation to land values in that area during the period under study.
10 ..

The value of the Farm Otvnership loan program arises from its

minimum down payment requirement and the opportunity it affords farmers
to partially overcome capito.l rationing sooner than they would other

wise ; and if economic conditions are propitious , a cons equential time
o.nd economic o.dvanto.ge to clients 0
C.

IMPLICATIO?-!S

Implications based upon these conclusions are :

(1) farm purchases

early in a period of generally rising prices usually give the purchaser

a very favorable opportunity to pay for the farm and to accumulate cap
ital because of the usually favorable cost-price ratio ; ( 2) the Farm

Ownership program should have a more flexible size of farm policy--one

which gives greater recognition to changing farm production conditions ,

processes , and techni�ues and to differing personal needs > preferences ,

and abilities or capacities ; (3 ) the Farm Ownership program should have

an integral proces s of continuous self-examination directed t o the

eradication or rectification of malfunctions and operational details

which are non-es sential, excessively complicated, or unnecessarily

burdensome to both FHA clients and supervisory personnel; (4) the value
of the Farm Ownership procram rests in its opportunistic function-

providing farmers with the means for overcor,1ing capital rationing and

economic uncertainty in agriculture at propitious stages in the economic

cycle .

D.

LIMITATIONS OF TH...:S STUDY

This study wa s intended to be a preliminary invest igation of the
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Farm Own rship loan program and preliminary to investigations of other
credit facilities and of credit conditions in South Dakota a
The validity and reliability of the results of this study appear to
be restricted by a number of factors.

First, the relatively small num

ber of cases which, even though paired, represent such a wide variety
of type s of farming, managerial ability, and soil and ueather conditions
that chance variations could easily influence the results more than the
factors to which the results were attributed c

Second, the extensive

and superficial treatment of a relatively large number of factors unduly
complicated the study without necessarily adding materially to the qual
ity of the results. Third, non-randomness of the samples precluded
applying statistical techniques to determine the significance of the
results ,,

123

BIBLIQGRA&Y
A.

Literature C ited :

Alexander, Willie Mae , "Farm Ownership i n Louisiana Financed under the
Bankhead-Jones Farm Te p.a nt Act , " Louisiana Ex:periment Station
Bulletin No, 397, Baton Roug e , Louisiana , August , 1945 .

Ba n.field, Edward c. , "Ten Years of the Farm Tenant Purchasi ng Program, "
E� E,Qonomic § , Vol . 31, No o 3 ; (August , 1949 ) , . 469-486 .
Journal

.s2r

a

Maris, Paul V" , � WJi
Mi ne , Agricultural Monograph No . 8, U o
Ag
Department of
riculture , Farmers iiome Adrninis·cration, u. s.
Govermnent Printing Office , November , 1950 .

s.

Hyer s , Dr . Max, "Farm Tenure Pr oce sses in South Dakota , n an unpublished
doctoral dissertation, Cornell Univer sity , Ithaca , New York ,
February, 1950 .
Re nne , Roland R, , �

�5'Qngmics,

Harper & Brother s, I:ew York , 1947 .

Schultz , T. H. , Af;r icµJ.turp i n � Unstable Econom,v, McGraw-Hill Book
Co . , Inc . , New York , 1945 .

Wilc ox, Robert W. , 11 The Farmers Home Administration Farm Ownership Pro
gram in Iowa , 11 an unpublished doctoral dis sertation, Iowa state
Colle ge , Ames , Iowa , 1947.
B.

Related Literature :

�o oks

w. ,

and Ralph U. Battle s, Fina ncing
Duggan, I .
y
Wile & Sons , Inc . , New York, 1950 ,

c. ,
u. s.

Horton, Donald

Sta�,

!hf!

,[arm 11-usine ss, John

e t al. , fa rm:Hor�age .Q�ii Fac ilit ;!&§. ill � Unj.ted
Government Printing Office .P lla shi ng ton, D. C . , 1942(9

Murray , William G . , ,Agricultural Fimpce, Second Edition Revised , Iowa
State College Pre ss, Alnas , I owa , 1949 .
Jourpa l AJ:ticlP.s
Anonymous, "The Federal ly Sponsored Credit Service s to American Agr icul
ture u Journal Q!. Farm Economics, Vol o 26 , No . 4 , Part 2 , ( November ,

1947� , 1429-1516 .

Hill, F . F . , "Flexible Payme nt Plans for Farm Mort ga g e Loans , " :!£21£.ml
.Qt l!ll.m Egouomips, Vol. 20 , No . l , (February, 19.38) , 257-281.

124
Mc Pher son, �Jfl K., � 11A Critical Apprai sa l of Family Farms as an Obj ective.
of Public Policy, 1 1 121Y:.lla..1. £! £:arm Ec52nomic s , Vol . 34, No . 3 , (Au
gust , 1952) , 310-324.
Hurray 'J Hilliam G,, , "How Should Agriculture be Financed? n , Journal of
�!}] ��� , Vo l. 3 2? No o 1 , (F ebrua ry, 1940 ) , 13g..14'77- Timmons , John F. , 'ijFarm Ownership in the United States: An Appraisa l
of the Present Situation and Emergirig Problems , 1 1 Journn,J;
Farm.
Economic s, Vol e 30, No o 1� (February, 1948) , 78-100 •

,gt

.By,;1,Jgt,in� anq Miscellaneous Publi,,Qations
Anonymous, "Agricultural Credit and Related Data , " Agricultural C ommis
sion, .American Bankers As s oc iatio n, New York, 1951 0
___ , "Agricultura l Production Fina ncing, " .Agricultural Commission,
American Banker s As sociati on, New York, 1951 .
11Agricultural Fina nc e Review, U. S o Department of Agriculture 1
Bureau of .Agricultural Economics, U. S o Gover nment Printing Office ,
Wa shington� D ., C o , (an annual publication) .

__ ,

___ , ''Family Farm Policy Review, 1 1 u... S� Department of Agriculture ,
U .. Sit Government Printing Office , Wa shington, D o C ., , June ., 1951 {1
11 Improving Land Credit .Arrangements in the Midwest , " North
Central Region.al Publication I.oo 19 , Purdue University, Agricul
tural Experiment Station, Iaf«yett e , I ndiana , June , 1950 0

___,

_ __, nplanning That Pays, 1 1 PA-74, U o s. Departme nt of Agricultur e ,
Farmers Home Administration, U ., So Government Printing Office ,
Uashington, D . C o , July, 1949 .
a nd Raleigh Barlowe , "Farm Owner ship in the Midwest , "
North Central Regional Publication No . 13 , I owa State College,
Agricultural Experiment Stat ion, Ame s , Iowa, June, 1949.

Timmons, John F

II

Wickens, David L o , et a l e , " The Cause s : Imperfect i � ns in Agr _� cultura l
Finance , 11 SciJ� a nd �Il, Ufl S. Yearb ook of Agriculture, \1939) ,
158- 170 0

D irector , Experiment Station
South Dakota State College
Brookings , South Dakota
Attenti on :
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Dr . Max Myers ,
Hea� of Agricultural Economic s Department

Dear Sir :
Pursuant to preliminary arrangements informally made in c onversa 

tion and correspondence between �Ir . Wickens of the Brookings Institution

and Dr . Myers , this letter, when acknowledged and approved by the appro 
priate authorities of South Dakota State College , confirms the under 
standing thus reached, includ ing the following principal provis ions :

1.

The South Dakota State College , Agricultural Economic s Department,

with Dr . Max Myers as project leader, and Mr . C . M . Johnson as a
graduate as sistant , will c onduct a study and analys i s of the

Farmers Home Administration in South Dakota, including its Farm
Ownership Loan Program .

2.

Ob jectives of this study are to accumulate and analyze evidence on :

a.

The comparative numbers of farms for which ownership was

acquired by loan rec ipients from this farm ownership program,

and by non-recipients during the same period of time .
b.

The comparative value and condition of farms and the amount

and terms of financ ing of farms purchased through Farmers Home

Administration loans and of farms purchased by other means .
c.

The cost of the Farmers Home Administration :
( 1 ) For farms purchased
( 2 ) For administration -and supervision
( 3 ) Other costs

c.
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Other tangible and intangible economic and soc ial advantages .

and disadvantages to loan rec ipients from the Farmers Home

Administration program and compari son with advantage s and d i s 
advantages to non-rec ipient farm buyers and to others and the

public .
3.

The Brookings Institution will :
(a)
(b)

provide $1, 000 to be forwarded to the South Dakota State

College Experiment Station as requested by the latter ,

make available the services of David L . Wickens for assistance
in planning the study, occas ional consultation on technical

matters connected with the project , and for utilization of the
results .

4.

Publication of the results of thi s study ma.y b e done by e ither party
- -provided only that the other party shall have the privilege of

determining whether and in what manner its name shall be mentioned
in c onnection with such publication .
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.Agricultural Economics Department
South Dakota State College
Proj ect Statement
Sub-proj ect D to Re search Froj'ect No . 166
� Under meinorandmn of Unde� standing between South Dakota .Ac;ricultural
Experiment Station and the Brookings I nstitution, dated January

!� :

l, 1952 0 )

An Analysis of the Farmers Home Administration Farm Ounership
Loan Proeram in South Dakota .

Ob.i ectiv �:
The obj ective s of this study are to accumulate and a na lyze evidence on:

(a )

The comparative rate of capital accumulation by the Far
mers Home Administration Farm C'wnership Loan Recipient s
uith what it uould have been had they pursued other a l
ternatives and uith that of non-recipie nt s having similar
circumstanc e s a nd characterist ic s Hho did pursue other
alternatives .

(b )

The public c o st in a dministering the Farmer s Home Admin'"'·
istration Farm Owner ship Loan Program relative to the

value of the gai ns e ngendered by the proeram as determined

by the increased lone-term productive capacity of both the
ouner- operator a nd the farm unit .

(c)

The other tancible and intangible social and econonic costs

a nd benafits to the individual loan rec ipient from thi s
farm mmer ship program w

Des criptive do.ta conc e r ning the Farmer s Home Administration
Pror;ra.m in South Dakota uill be ac . wnulated in the proce s s of attaining the obj ective s for this study .
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.f..QI

Rea. son�

Erevious Hork :

(Omitted .

Genera.,l .J2!'oced™:
Effective_ .date :

See The sis Chapter I . )

( Omitted

mak:l� � .§.tud;,!' :

See The sis Chapter I . )
See Thesi s Chapter II . )

(Omitted a

January 1 ; 1952

Probable duration:

Ten months

F:nancial supoort :
The Brookings Institution uill support this proj ect to the ext e nt
of $1, 000 . 00 for a ten month period .

FiRcal � 1.251 - �South Dakota state College· Brookings Inst .
Wa shington, D o c.
Experime nt Station
Salarie s
l.ia interi.a nc e , includinc; field expense
Use of facilities
Perso�:

$ 1, 000

$ 200
600
200

,,-...,...........
'.,.>l, 000

Nax 1-t,'er s proj ect leauer, uith

c.

M c Johnson as a graduate

a ssistant .
Institutional units involve�:

The Agricultural Ec onomic s Department of

South Dakota State Collece and the South Dakota State College Experime nt
Stati on.
Cooperation:

The proj ect at this station will be done in cooperat ion with

the Brookings Institut ion of '.Ja shington , D . C o , acc ording to the terms of
Memorandum of Under standing dated January 1, 1952 .
Sif.Jl§. ture s :

Submitted :

----Proj ect Leader
Apuro ved :
Director, Experiment Statio1
South Dakota Sto.te Collece

Recommended :
Head of Agr o Econ. Dept .

-Repre
--------------tion
Institu
gs
Brookin
e,
sentativ
� Ie.. shington, D . C.

i
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INFORMATION SCHEDULE
SOC IAL AND EC ONOMIC PROGRESS

IN FARM OWNERSHIP

1940-1951

Sched ule No .

I.

Date

IDENTIF ICATION AND PERSONAL INFORMATION

1 . Name___________ • 2 . C ounty_________
3 . Mailing Address
. 4 . Economic Area

------

------

5 . Legal Description and Location
of Farm rented in 1939

6 . Legal Description and Location
�f Farm bought in 194_

7 . Legal Description and Location

of Farm rented or owned in 1951

8 . Age of Operator in 1951

. Wife

9 . Nationality of Operator

10 .

11 .

12 .

• Wife

. Wife

Education of Operator

Church P�eference of Operator

. Wife

; Number at home in 1940--- ;
Total Number of Children
- ; 1951
1945
; 1 94_

year s ;
years ; Owner · before-1�9�4-0----years .

13 . Years of Farm Experience as : Farm Laborer
Tenant Farmer

II.

1940

THE FARM
1.

Acres Rented

2.

Type of Rent Paid

4.

Land Use :

3 . Acres Owned
5.

Acre s in C rops

Type of Farming

194 5

194_

1951
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I II . FINANCIAL STRUCTURE
A . Financ ial Statement
1 . As sets

1940

Land and Buildi ngs

1945

194

-

1951

Feed and Supplies

Productive Livestock

Workstock and Equipment
Household Furnishings
Ca.sh, Bonds , etc .
TOTAL ASSETS

2 . Liab ilities
Land Debt

Chattel Debt
Other Debts

TOTAL LIABILITIES

3 . NET WORTH

B . Mortgage :

r<

Mortgagee____________________

Interest Rate

Terms

----------Annual Installment-----

C . Sourc e s and Uses of Farm
Income
1 . Sour ces of Income
Crop s

Dairy Products

Eggs and Poultry
Hogs

Cattle

1940

194 5

194_

1951
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----------------0ff Farm Employment - -----------------0ther-------�-------------- -Government Payments ____

Cash on Hand
TOTAL

2 . Uses of Fa.rm Income

Farm Operating Expenses -----------

Family Living Expenses ----- --------------------·-----�--�-

FHA Debt Retirement-------------------

Non -FHA Debt Retirement
Capital Goods Purchased

Cash, etc .
TOTAL
I.V •

_____________ ____
.,.

-----------------------

COMMUNITY PARTIC IPATION

1940

Membership

1951

. Membership

l . Farm Organiz ation.______________________

a·---------------------------
b-------------------------
c-----·----------------------

2 . Farm Cooperatives

a·----------------------------

b

c ----------------------------

3 . Farm Associations
a
b-·

c ---------------------------

4 . Veterans Organizations

--a·----------------------- ___

__
b __________________

4a . C ommunity and Fraternal Organi zations

----·-a-------------------____
__
__
b ______________
__
_____
c ___________....J.;.______ ___
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1940

1951

· · Member ship

Membership

5 . Church
a.-------------------------

--

b

c_____________

6 . Pu��ic Office.�

--------

8----------------·----·--------

c____________________________

Q----------·------------------

V.

LEVEL OF LIVING
1 . Electric ity :
a. . In House
b . In Out Buildings
2 . Running Water in House
3 . Kitchen Sink with Drain
4 . Rot Water in House
5 . Standard Bathroom (three pieces )
6 . Electric or Gas Cook Stove
7 . Electric Sewing Ma.chine
8 . Electric Washing Machine
9 . Electric Iron
10 . Ele ctric Refrigerator
1 1 . Deep Freeze
12 . Use of Commercial Locker
13 . Central Rea.ting
14 . Telephone
15 . Radio
16 . Car ( less than- three years old)
1 7 . Tractor ( less than three years old)
18 . Weekly Newspaper
19 . Dai ly Newspaper
20 . Farm Magazine .
21 . Family Protection, Amount of
a . Life Insurance
b . Term Insurance
C • Health & Hospital Insurance
d . Mortgage Insurance
e . Automob ile Insurance
f . F ire & Wind storm Insurance
g . Crop Insurance

1940

1951

-.

-

-·

-

--

1.33
VI .

1940

FARM MANAGEMENT PRACTICES

1 . Crop Production Prac tices
*a . Improved Seed Varieties
*b . Seed Grain Preparation
*c . Control of No�ious Weeds
*d . Use of Hybrid Seed Corn
*e . Pasture Rotation & Management
*f . Plowing under all -crop Residues

1951

-·
-

2 . Soil Management Practices
*a . Legumes in Rotation
*b . Use of Barnyard Manure
*c . Use of Commercial Fertilizers
*d . Erosion Control
1 . Contour and strip' farmi�
and terraces where needed
2 . Grassed Waterways
3 . Early fall sub surface tillage
( stubble -mulch plowing)

-·-

3 . Livestock Production Practices
a. Feeding Practices
*l . Balanced Rations
2 . Silage Feeding
3 . Feed according to milk
Production
4 . Self feed or ade uate
feed space
5 , Good quality hay
b . Breeding Practic e s
*1 . Purebred s ir e s
2 . S e lection practices
3 . Planned Cros s Breeding
4 . Sire testing
5 . Artific ial Insemination
c . Disease Control
*l . Vaccination for contagious
diseases
*2 . Control of External Paras ites

---

VII •

RELATED QUESTIONS

1 . Do you plan to :

a . Continue farming as an occupation?

b . Continue farming as a renter?

.

Ye s

No

Don ' t Know

c . Remain on the farm you have purchased
for the rest of your life?

Yes

No

13 4

Don ' t Know

d . Make any long -range improvements on
your farm?

··-

e . Leave the farm to your s ons or
heirs by will?

-

2 . Do you, at the present time , keep :

a . A record of farm income and expenses ?

b . A record of farm income , expenses
and inventory?
c . A record of farm income , expenses
inventory and production?

-

3 . Did you obtain credit from the following
credit agenc ies :

a . Bank

If so, how much?

----------

b . Production Credit Assoc iat ion
C•

1940

National Farm Loan As soc iation

d . Farm Security of Farmers Home Adm . Credit
(1) Production and Subsi stence Loans

1951

--

( 2) Disaster Loans

( 3 ) Other

e . Merchants (Feed , Seed , & Machinery)

·-

4 . Have you been able to obtain adequate c redit for your farming
operations ?
Yes
No

------

a . If not , what credit was needed?

-----

b . What changes would you have made in your farming operations
had adequate credit been available to you?

5 . How may time s per year did the landlord or loan supervisor
vi sit your farm on offic ial business?

6 . What farming practices were recommended to you by the Loan
Supervisor or landlord ?
..

d

-·

Adopted
--

Practice

Ye s

.._........ ..
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----

No

- --·

e
f

7 . Did you have any d ifficulties in meeting your schedule d land
mortgage debt payment s ?

a . If so, what difficulties?

Yes

No

---

b . What was done to meet these difficulties ?

8 . What suggestions would you make for improving the FHA Farm
OWnership Program?

AE.ffllj)]l
TABLE I .
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Q.

SCHFDULE OF PRICES EMPLOYED IN VALUING

FEED , SEED , AND LIVESTOCK ON CLIENT AND CONTROL GROUP FARMS
AS OF JANUARY 1, 1940 and DECEMBER Jl, 1951

I nventory Item

Unit

1940

1951

Dollars

Doll.a.rs

l o OO

Feeg a nd �
Corn

Buo

. 50

Wheat

Bu.

Chts

Bu.

o?O

. 20

Barley

Bu.

. 30

1.00

Rye

Bu,

. 30

l o 50

Flax

Bu.

1.30

Hild Hay

3 <1 50

Ton

Tame Hay

Ton

Livestock

l/

2 .00

2 . 00
c, 50

10. 00

4.00

l5 c, OO

Cows

Per

Head

50-100

200

Young Stock

Per Head

20-30

75al$Q

Ewes

Per Head

Sowa

Per Head

Horses

Per Head

Hens

Per Head

J/

10-20
10-20

50-100

.so

20-30

40-60

50-100
. 50

--

A rang e or price s for most type s of live stock wa s employed t �
allow for quality and size variations . The respo ndent made the decision
of what pric e within the range wa s applicable to his l ivest ock .
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TABLE II . AVERAGE ASSETS , LIABILITIES, AfID 1� HORTH
CLIEN.r AI,ID COln'ROL GROUPS , 1940 o.nd 1951
Item

Client Group

1940
Number of Cases

Control Group

1951

1940

1951

30

28

29

$ 1.3 , 777

$1,446

$11, 766

7, 566

1,904

8, 304

1, 478

3 , 718

16

28 .

ASSETS:
Land & Buildings
Feed & Supplies
Livestock
F4uiprnent
Ca.sh , etc .
TOT.AL

$7 , 42.3
5.31

3, 158

1,916
1, 166
152
·::, 11, 188

810

2,908

6, 872
6 , 498

3, 267

�'.>36, 523

') 5, 654

�,31, 311

979

�:., 1, 2.32

(� 1, 570

515

.336

LIABILITIES :

Mortgo.ge Debt
Chattel Debt
Miscello.neous Debt
TOT.ta,

NET HORTH

') 7, .39.3

)

1.34

480

t,1
.. , 628

!) 2, 048

..>34, 895

G,3 , 606

246

420
(� 8 , 059

t•

--

597
337

/\

·)

2 , 504

--

(:, 28, 807

1.38

-

TABLE III . AVERAGE ASSEI'S, LIABILITIF.S , AND NF!' HORTH FOR THE
CLIENr AND COMrROL GROUPS IN EASTERN SOUTH DAICOTA, 19t.0 and 1951

.

Client Group

Item

Control Group
1951
---

1940

1951

1940

15·

15

14

14

$7 , 87 2

$12, 9.34

�)1, 493

() 8, 729

578

2,484

7er,

2 , 3 25

Livestock

1, 836

4, 246

1, .334

5 , 218

Equipment

1, 216

6,690

1, 204

.6 ,1J2

210

3 , 401

32

2, 298
()24, 702

Number of

Case s

ASSETS :

Land & Buildings
Feed & Supplie s

Ca sh , etc .

,;u, 712

) 29, 755

04, 850

')7 , 816

) 1, 411

(:, 1, 1.36

Chattel Debt

2.34

187

467

486

Misc ellaneous Debt

284

8.31

205

220

�?8 , 334

�)2 , 429

(;1, sos

()1, 698

)J , .37 8

�) 27 , .326

I'
\�J
, 042

��23., 004

TOTAL

I'

LIABILITIES:
Mortgage Debt

TOTAL

NET WORTH

t

--

t"•

9

992

13 9

TABLE IVe AVERAGE ASSETS , LIABILITIES, AND NET 'HORTH FOR THE

CLIENT AlID CONTROL GROUPS IN CE1·1TRAL SOUTH DAXOTA, 1940 o.nd 1951
.._...""-

Item

Client Group

Control Group

:

1940

1951

1940

1951

13·

15

14

15

�6, 90 5

'. } 14, 6 20

() 1 1 400

'.) 14, 601

477

3, 832

834

Livestock

2, 010

10, 885

2 , 474

Ec!uipment

1,107

9, 920

1, 750

6, 840

4 , 035

0

4, 170

��6 ,.458

(/3 7 , 478

, 328

(::i 2, 109

Number of Co.sea

-

ASSETS :

Land & Buildings
Feed & Supplies

Cash , etc .

TOTAL

86

�)10 , 585

LIL.BILITIES:
l Lortgc.ge Debt
Cha.ttel Debt
l liscellaneous Debt

TOTAL

1) 6 , 90 5

261

57 7

'.) 7, 743

'\

·:� 43, 292

r,

}

5 47

,'�l
,,

3 , 451
8,416

493

699

200

468

447

�:; 8Z7

(} 2 , 289

('.> 3 , 255

80

')34, 223

--==--::=
===============:
l·TET 1 TORTH
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TABLE V. AVERAGE ASSETS , LIABILITIES , AND NE.T HORTH FOR
FULL OWNERS IN THE CLIE1'1T AND CONTROL GROUPS, 1940 and 1951

Item

Number of Cases

Control Group

s

Client Croup

-�--

1940

1951

1940

1951

17

18

10

10

�,7 , 496

(�12. 499

'.J.3 , 140

()lS , 412

518

2, 594

598

1, 830

ASSE'!'S:

Le.nd & Buildings

Feed & &Jpplie s

5 , 350

2,160

1, 232

5 , 750

6, 911

122

4 , 241

20

2, 378

$11, .375

$.31 , 995

(�7 , 378

(:; 30, 230

�)7, 451

�l 965

Chattel Debt

30.3

156

Hiscellaneous Debt

305

Live stock

2,007

Fquipnent
Cash , etc .

TOTAL

LIABILITIES:
Mortgage Debt

TOTAL

NET HORTH

1, 460

t·

5, 260

--

,., .3,040

�)l, 900

620

759

192

200

.300

$ 8, 0 59

�)1, 313

_;t 3,.860

'.)3, .316

�30, 682

'.:) 3 , 518

---- t,) 2, 959

�)Z7 , 2?1
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TABLE VI . AVERAGE ASSETS , LIABILITIES , AND NET HORTH FOR
PART O UNERS IN THE CLIE�1.' AND CONTROL GROUPS , 1940 and 1951

==--Item

Client Group

---

--

Control Group

1940

1951

1940

ll

12

--14

15

\,i l5 , 694

(� 650

�::;12, 472

5 52

4, 004

3, 765

Livestock

1, 777

801

10 , 289

1 , 955

8, 860

Equipment

1, 064

10 , 396

1, 63 2

7, 230

198

2, 9 33

18

3 , 504

�) 10, 901

�)43, 3 16

()5 , 056

(, 35 , 831

('., ? , 303

�.'.i l, 000

29 3

t;.. 1 769

Chattel Debt

160

100

647

Miscellaneous Debt

597

1, 000

517
407

418

'.) 8, 060

�) 2 , 100

Number of Cnses
ASSETS:

Lnnd & Buildings
Feed & Supplies

Cash, etc.
TOTAL

.tn , 310

I'

LIABILITIES:
Hortgo.ge Debt

TOTAL

/\

)

..:<'·> l, 217

1951

,

�,2� 834

=================-======
NET HORTH

t
,)
2 , 841

�?41, 216

(�3 , 839

r:;, 32, 997
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TABLE VII . AVERAGE ASSETS, LIABILITIFS,AlID NET WORTH FOR
FULL TENAN.rS IN THE CONI'ROL GROUP, l9/.IJ and 1951

===========================-==-=Item

______________
Control

Group
,

1940

4

Number of Case s

ASSETS:

1951

4
---'

La.nd /}. Buildings

Feed & Supplies

�?1,375

Livestock

1 , 085

3 , 224

Equipment

975

6, 850
4, 600

Ca sh, etc e

(:;17 , 061

TOTAL

--------------------------------·--------------------------------LIABILITIES:
Mortgo.ge Debt

Chatt el Debt
Mi scello.neous Debt

_____________________
TOTAL

1

125

(,, 125

,

NET WORTH

$.3 , 010

�)16, 936

====================-=-=======
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TABLE VIII .

AVERAGE II1:COl iE AND :DXPENSE FOR THE

CLIENT AlID CONTROL GROuPS, 1940 and 1951

Item

-

Ql1&uit

1940

wI'2J.m

l,951

Qo n:t1:gJ. wt�J.m

1921
JO

26

29

Crop

.:) 306

)3, 4.31

Dairy

310

489

458

Poultry

296

573

Swine

428

1, 787

1, 239

Cattle

349

AAA Payments

110

66

62

Off Farm

116

i liscellaneous

386

Eumber or Cases
Income:

-) 3 , 399
(

395

2, 56 5

2,· 529

219

201

425

581

() 2,301

::,9, 55 5

:) 8, 864

. .:,940

r"";4 JQl

,

::)4 , 472

Family Livi� Expense

630

2, 327

liortgase Debt Payments

183

139

other Debt Payments

219

345

3 60

Purchase of Capital
Goods

2:70

2 , 255

1,730

'. > 9 ,555

'\$
.. 864

Total

---

Us e of Income :
Farm Operatinc
Expense

Ca sh Carry-Over

Total

-

-

,

f 59

\2
.. 301

,'188

2, 045
1 26

fl.31

'

. . TABLE· lX., AVERAQE JNCOME AND EXPENSE FOR THE CLIENr
A�ll:> CONTROL GROUPS IN EASTERN SOtTl'H DAiroTA, 1940 and 1951

1tem

_ ciiopt Qroyp
l2U2
15

1951

Control Group
)951
15

___ _______________________
!

Number of Cases
..,._

C

14

Income :
Crop

$3 ,366

(; 2, 477

Dairy

306

787

Poultry

473

251

601

Swine

508

1 , 872

373

1,081

Cattle

370

1, 684

2,006

AAA Payments

108

00

51

178

29 8

168

orr Farm

Hiscellaneous
Total

,::; 2, 194

':) 8, 736

)791

��.3 , 284

65
126

616

Use of Income :
Farm Operating
Expense

Family Living &cpense

62.3

Mortgaee Debt Payments

257

Other Debt Payments
Purchase of Capital
Goods

Cash Carry-Over
Total

2,.310

��3, 532
1, 984

148

162

146

328

104

276

2, 528

1, 058

,'101

fl24

(}2 , 194

f)S, 736

,'391

,

,'"';7 217
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TABLE X . AVERAGE INCOME AND EXPENSE FOR THE CLIEl'J"T
AND Cm:TROL GROUPS IN C:El\!"TRAL SOUTH DAICOTA, 1940 and 1951

Item

1940
11

Number of Ca ses

Client Qrgyp
1951
15

Control Group
1951
15

Income:
Crop
Dairy

316

Poultry

357

)3, 491

212

:)4, 321
443

548

417

Svine

318

1, 707

1, .397

Cattle

3 20

3 , 387

3, 051

257

277

ll3

AAA Payments

orr Farm

'XJ4

53

59
546

508

664

:)2, 448

(�10 , .319

,::, 10 , 511

1,,1, lL.4

(p5,412

Family Living Expense

: ;;5, 250

641

2, 34.3

t1ortga:e Debt Payments

81

ll8

104

Miscellaneous
Total
Use of Income :
Farm Operating
Expense

2, 107

other Debt Payment s

.320

3 60

616

Purchase of Capital
Goods

261

2, 000

2 , 401

Ca sh Carry-Over

Total

fl

() 2,448

/- 248

-129

�:;10 , .319

·:) 10, 511
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TABLE X I .

AVERAGE II:COHE A1ID EXPEHSE FOR FULL OUHERS

IN THE CLIENT AND CONTROL GROUPS,' 1940 and 1951

- Item

1940

Ql1�nt Qrg�-

1951

Q� nttS2l G1::01.m

1951

17

10

�)320

: , 2, 900

·::; 2, 829

Dairy

32?

577

669

Poultry

252

536

608

Swine

.361

1 , 250

949

Cattle

2:76

2,411

1, 774

16

Number of Case s
Income :
Crop

75

69

72

140.

149

443

466

668

·:, 2, 193

,::, s, 355

::, 7, 715

')934

.? .3, 692

\J
.. 808

2 , 202

142

AAA Payments
Off Farm
iii scellaneous
Total

Use of I ncome :

Farm Operating
Expense

,

Family Living Expense

580

2, 181

l· 'iort�o{;e Debt Pa.yments

160

98

Other Debt Payments

195

136

546

254

2,014

858

Purchase of Capital
Goods
Ca sh Carry-Over

Total

-/-7 0

/,234

')2 , 193

:> 8 , 355

175

fl26

,

/'· 7 715
)

-
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TABLE XII , AVERAGE INCQ!-:JE AND EXPEI1TSE FOR PART OHNERS
IN THE CLIENT AlID CONTROL GROUPS, 1940 and 1951

Client Group

--Group

Control

..,..ll,.,.em________--.alw.949
�----....l-�9"'11-.
'51 ____�1:.=z.9�
5 1�Number o.f Cases

10

12

15

Income :
Crop

..�, 28 4

Dairy

283

.364

268

Poultry

367

626

.302

Swine

5.35

2 , 548

1, 566

Cattle

46 5

2, 782

3, 5.36

59

53

78

Off Farm

186

.332

280

Miscellaneous

296

3 67

653

2 ' 47 5

')11 , 25 5

'.)ll , 0 2.3

AAA Payments

,'',

Total

)

'.) 4, 340

Use of Income :
Farm Operating
�pe nse

,

.:> 951

:�" 5 16 3

Family Living Expense

712

2, 53 5

Mortgage Debt Payments

218

197

1.36

Other Debt Payment s

259

6LJ.

.316

Purcha se of Capital
Go ods

295

2, 596

2, 634

Cash Carry-Over

f40

f 1 23

f12 2

)11, 2 55

-��11 , 023

Total

=-

1

_________...... -

2, 222

=========== =================-===
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TABLE XIII . AVERAGE H�OME AND EXPENSE
FOR FULL TENAliTS IN THE C0�1'ROL GROUP, 195 1

== ======================
Co
ntrol_Group

_j;t_e_..m____________________________________________a.19_.5-,;1......___________
Number of Cases

5

Income :

(�1, 711

Crop

Dairy

607

Swine

836

Poultry

249

1, 017

Cattle

0

AAA ' Payme nt s

70

Off Farm

1 iiscellaneous

195

Total

-------------------------------------·-----------------Use of Income:

Farm . Operating Expen se
Faniily Livine

Expe nse

l for�gage Debt Payment s

Other Debt Payment s

Purchase of Capital Goods
Cash Carry-Over

Total

�') 2, 437

1, 202
0

120

758

fl68

